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ABSTRACT 
EXISTENCE OF AND RESPONSES TO VIOLENCE 
IN GEORGIA ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 
AUGUST 1999 
MARIE CRAIG HOOKS 
B S UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA 
M A GEORGIA SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY 
Ed D GEORGIA SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY 
Directed by: Professor Patricia Lindauer 
Most elementary schools throughout the nation are safe environments in which 
young children are achieving and flourishing. However, as the literature confirms that 
elementary schools are experiencing an increase in incidents of school violence (Petersen, 
1997, National Parent Teacher Association, 1993, Sauerwein, 1995), it is imperative that 
principals examine both proactive and reactive means of responding to these violence 
issues should they arise in their schools. Disciplinary consequences addressing violent acts 
which have been used historically in secondary and middle schools are not always available 
to elementary principals nor are they developmentally appropriate for young perpetrators 
of violent acts. 
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The procedures utilized in this descriptive study included identifying the Georgia 
elementary schools which housed any combination of grades including prekindergarten 
through fifth grade during the 1997-1998 school year (N=l 161). A random sample 
(N=450) of principals or assistant principals in charge of discipline were mailed surveys in 
order for the researcher to gather data concerning the existence and degree of elementary 
school violence in their schools. The survey also requested information concerning the 
policies, security measures, and prevention programs in place in each participant's school 
Percentages and frequency counts were used to interpret the data provided by the 
respondents. 
The findings of this study determined that the types of violence most prevalent in 
Georgia elementary schools during the 1997-1998 school year were physical conflicts 
among students, verbal abuse of teachers, vandalism of school property, weapons 
possession by students, and physical abuse of teachers. Results indicated that physical 
conflicts among students and verbal abuse of teachers were considered to be serious to 
moderate problems by principals responding. 
The disciplinary responses most frequently used as disciplinary options in 
responding to elementary students who have exfribited violent behaviors were in-school 
suspension and out-of-school suspension. Corporal punishment, behavior contracts, and 
time out were disciplinary options which respondents reported assigning to students who 
had behaved in a violent manner. 
Many elementary schools did have in place zero tolerance policies to address 
school violence which contained a component mandating the expulsion of offending 
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students for one year. Elementary school principals responded that they had zero 
tolerance policies for firearms, weapons, drugs, and alcohol possession. Policies, but not 
zero tolerance policies, were in place to respond to violence in the schools. 
Few security measures were in place in Georgia elementary schools during the 
1997-1998 school year. Elementary principals responded that their schools required that 
visitors sign-in, that controlled access to school buildings and school grounds was 
maintained, but few responded that they used metal detectors daily or randomly, drug 
sweeps, security personnel, or school uniforms. 
The majority of elementary principals responded that they had programs in place 
which were intended to prevent or reduce violence. Fewer principals reported having gun 
safety initiatives in their schools. 
Schools differed along demographic lines in that large schools had more security 
measures in place, while small and medium schools reported more serious problems with 
school violence. Schools with almost all students qualifying for free or reduced lunch and 
schools with majority free and reduced lunch populations experienced more serious 
problems with school violence issues. 
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CHAPTER I 
FNTRODUCTION 
General Introduction 
Violence in America's schools is being examined by parents, school personnel, and 
politicians due to the fact that the problem of violence, which has been evident in society 
in general over the past few years, is currently being experienced in the schools. Efforts 
are being made to study school violence in order to prevent the continuation of the 
problem so that students are afforded the opportunity to enjoy a safe environment in 
which to learn and grow. 
A study by the National Parent Teacher Association (PTA, 1993) found that while 
secondary and middle grades schools have focused on the problem of violence and have 
implemented strategies to address this issue, elementary schools are lagging behind in 
instituting measures to prevent or react to incidents of violence. Elementary school 
violence manifests itself in many forms, including verbal threats by students (Johnson, 
Johnson, Mitchell, Gotten, Harris, & Louison, 1996, Petersen, Pietrzak, & Speaker, 
1998), student-to-student physical contact (National PTA, 1993, Petersen, Pietrzak, & 
Speaker, 1998); students hitting teachers (Violence & Discipline Problems in U.S. Public 
Schools: 1996-97, 1998), student-to-student sexual harassment (National PTA, 1993; 
Petersen, Pietrzak, & Speaker, 1998), vandalism (National PTA, 1993), bullying (Johnson 
et al., 1993); and the presence or use of weapons (National PTA, 1993, Petersen, 
Pietrzak, & Speaker, 1998). 
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As elementary schools experience the violent or aggressive behaviors of young 
students, principals have been in a quandary as to what measures to employ in responding 
to these incidents. Elementary school principals in two states recently resorted to measures 
which have been utilized historically with older students at the middle grades or secondary 
level to respond to violence in the schools. In Florida, two kindergarten students were 
arrested for attacking school personnel and destroying school property (Barbosa & Gilpin, 
1998, Nordheimer, 1998), while in Indiana, hand-held metal detectors were used to search 
elementary students after two 8-year-old students were arrested for carrying handguns to 
school (CNN, 1998 April 16). However, many elementary school principals either cannot, 
due to policy constraints, or will not, due to philosophical beliefs, employ these methods in 
addressing violent or aggressive behaviors in younger children. 
Students find it difficult to concentrate on assignments at school when they feel 
physically threatened on their way to or from school, or when they believe they are unsafe 
from abuse by fellow students on the school campus, according to the National PTA 
(1993). In order to maximize learning, students should feel that they are in a safe, orderly 
environment so that they can concentrate on their schoolwork instead of worrying about 
their well-being at school. Violent or aggressive behavior in the classroom also disrupts 
instructional time by limiting the time teachers have to teach because they are having to 
address these issues and by preventing students from focusing on their subjects due to the 
negative behaviors of their disruptive classmates (Stephens, 1996). 
Addressing Elementary School Violence 
The problem of elementary school violence is noteworthy to both schools and 
society in general because aggressive behavior, which has traditionally been confined to 
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the realm of older students, is becoming more evident in students in the fifth grade and 
younger (Sauerwein, 1995). This trend of aggressive behavior spreading to our elementary 
schools indicates that society's problems with violence are impacting our most 
impressionable students and are spreading the problem to an even more vulnerable 
audience. The attention which has been given to violence at the upper-grades has resulted 
in an array of strategies, such as out of school suspension and expulsion, which address 
violent or aggressive behaviors in older students. The difficulty many elementary 
principals are experiencing is that these strategies are often not applicable to younger 
students, and the principals are therefore struggling with responses to addressing these 
behaviors in ways that would be more beneficial to this particular age group (Stephens, 
1996). 
Many times the conflicts that arise during the school day begin when students 
experience disputes at home, at the bus stop, or on the streets before or after school, but 
culminate after the students come onto the school grounds (Boothe, 1994). In years past, 
students could resolve these disputes by seeking advice from a member of their family or 
someone from their faith community, but the responsibility of helping students address 
these problems today has fallen on America's public schools. 
One of the primary obligations of a principal is to intervene when teachers 
encounter incidents of violence in their classrooms. Hall (1996) reported that teachers are 
frustrated concerning their abilities to teach in that they are having to spend increasing 
amounts of time on students who are disrupting the instructional process with their 
aggressive or violent behavior, poor attitudes towards the value of the assigned work, and 
lack of anger control. Wager (1993) stated that dealing with problems of school violence 
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prohibits teachers from focusing adequate time on classroom instruction because of these 
behavior problems, and in the long run student achievement is negatively affected. 
In order to minimize incidents of violence in the schools and to maximize a safe 
school environment, principals and teachers must provide an atmosphere of security, 
consistency, and fairness in the schools because often these elements are not in place in the 
students' homes (Craig, 1992). As the occurrences of violent or aggressive behaviors 
exhibited by students intensify, principals and school boards have assumed two avenues in 
which to address these behaviors, proactively, or by instituting measures to prevent 
violence from occurring in the schools in the first place; or reactively, by responding to 
incidents of violence after they have already occurred (Noguera, 1996). 
Proactive Measures 
In the proactive domain, principals have implemented a variety of preventative 
safety measures to help ensure that violent acts will not occur in their schools. These 
measures range from the more costly and intrusive measures, such as employing daily or 
random metal detector searches and armed security guards, to the more standard 
measures, such as controlled access to school grounds and buildings and visitor sign-in 
sheets (Nelson, 1998). The federal government mandated that schools receiving federal 
funding adopt a zero tolerance policy in dealing with students who have brought specified 
weapons onto school grounds (Noguera, 1996). This policy states that offending students 
will be removed from school for one year unless they are exempt through specified 
dispensations. 
While the majority of proactive measures have been instituted in the upper grades, 
elementary schools are incorporating more of the preventative measures as instances of 
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violence become more prevalent among younger students (Reed & Strahan, 1995). 
According to Sauerwein (1995), one fourth of suspensions nationally have been attributed 
to elementary students who have committed violent acts. These statistics should point out 
to principals that if they have not already experienced problems with elementary school 
violence, they should be anticipating the occurrence of violence in the future. 
Reactive Measures 
In an effort to address incidents of school violence after they have already 
occurred, principals and school boards have formulated policies which outline a variety of 
punishment options for principals or assistant principals to consider when disciplining 
violent students. Secondary and middle schools have implemented reactive policies for 
violent offenses which include expulsion, out-of-school suspension or in-school 
suspension, corporal punishment, and detention (Roberts, 1993), and some of these 
policies are filtering down to elementary school policy manuals. 
Reactive responses have rarely incorporated interventions designed to ensure that 
violent students will not become repeat offenders. In the case of all students, and of 
elementary school students in particular, expulsion and out-of-school suspension send 
students back into homes or onto the streets where the negative behaviors are often 
ignored or even reinforced. Additionally, these students lag behind in academic work due 
to missed instructional time while they are out of school (Boothe, 1994; Hochman & 
Womer, 1987). Another reactive measure, corporal punishment, according to Kohn 
(1996), crystallizes the young student's perception that striking another person is a viable 
means of resolving a problem. These messages are sending mixed signals to students who 
are already confused and unsure of what society expects of them. 
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In-school-suspension (ISS) programs typically remand a student to a special 
classroom identified as being the ISS room or the opportunity room in the case of young 
children. In this specified area of the school, students are expected to complete 
assignments in isolation with only a modicum of input from the designated ISS monitor 
(Short & Noblit, 1985). The students complete their assignments in silence and seldom 
receive any counseling or input concerning strategies they could implement to prevent a 
recurrence of the offense that caused them to be sent to ISS (Sheets, 1996). 
Conversely, there are schools which shun these punitive-models of in-school- 
suspension and opt instead to implement ISS models which incorporate behavior 
modification strategies. By maintaining a focus on assisting students in developing more 
effective communication and decision-making skills and conflict resolution strategies, 
schools have reported a decrease in occurrences of violent student behavior (Knopf, 
1991). 
Sagor (1993) maintains that reactive measures, such as expulsion and suspension, 
may be adding to the problem of school violence by compounding the at-risk student's 
feelings of alienation and isolation with the school. When a student's feeling of 
disenfranchisement is coupled with an inability to resolve conflicts other than through 
violent means, the student is at-risk for exhibiting aggressive or violent behaviors at school 
and in the community (Kohn, 1996). Many impressionable young people through 
witnessing violence in their homes and through the media are led to believe that the only 
way to solve interpersonal conflicts is through the use of violent means (Hill, 1996). Yet, 
in spite of these dilemmas, violence must be addressed in order to avoid a recurrence of 
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these inappropriate behaviors in the future and in order to assure a relatively safe school 
environment. 
Statement of the Problem 
Many principals of elementary schools have been lulled into complacency 
regarding the possibility of violence taking place in their schools, because they are not 
currently experiencing this problem. As the literature documents a rise in the occurrences 
of violence in elementary schools (Petersen, 1997, National PTA, 1993, Sauerwein, 1995), 
principals should plan for implementing both proactive and reactive measures which will 
address this issue before it does become a problem in their schools, because measures in 
place in upper grades do not always apply to the needs of younger students 
Research Question 
The major research question used in this study was: 
1. What types of violence were reported in elementary schools in Georgia 
during the 1997-1998 school year and to what extent of seriousness were 
they prevalent9 
Other research questions which guided the researcher were: 
2. What disciplinary procedures were used with Georgia elementary students 
exhibiting the various violent behaviors during the 1997-1998 school year9 
3. Are there policies which have been implemented by elementary school 
administrators in Georgia to address incidents of violence9 
4. What kinds of security measures were in place in Georgia elementary 
schools during the 1997-1998 school year? 
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5. What violence prevention programs were implemented in Georgia 
elementary schools during the 1997-1998 school year9 
6. Did responses concerning violence issues during the 1997-98 school year in 
Georgia elementary schools differ according to selected demographic data 
provided? 
Importance of the Study 
At the Summer Conference of the Georgia Association of Educational Leaders in 
July of 1998, the Georgia Association of Elementary School Principals assigned the top 
priority of its Legislative Agenda to the funding of in-school suspension programs in 
Georgia elementary schools (Tippins, 1998). The organization tapped as its second 
legislative priority an increase in the funding of elementary counselors, in grades pre- 
kindergarten through 5, at a ratio of one counselor to every 400 children. The Georgia 
Elementary School Principals perceive a need for legislators to address the rising problem 
of disruptive and aggressive students coming into the elementary schools. 
The literature on school violence is primarily geared toward incidents occurring in 
secondary and middle school settings. Little research has been conducted concerning 
violence on the elementary school level. Although the problem of violence exists in 
elementary schools, educators have not attempted to address the problem until students 
reach middle or high school even though research has shown that 40% of people who 
were bullies in elementary schools were later arrested on felony charges as adults (Holden, 
1997). According to Natale (1994), early intervention is important in curbing the problem 
of violent or aggressive behaviors in young children because by the time children reach 
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their eighth birthday their beliefs about what constitutes appropriate or inappropriate 
behaviors is internalized. 
This study is important to educational leaders in Georgia because even if violence 
is not currently a problem in their elementary schools, the literature shows that with 
incidents of elementary school violence increasing, it is only a matter of time before 
aggressive or violent behavior is manifested in the schools (Petersen, 1997, National PTA, 
1993; Sauerwein, 1995). The results of this study indicate to elementary school principals 
the extent to which violence has played a part in Georgia schools, and what disciplinary 
measures other elementary school principals employed in addressing this issue. This study 
provides principals with information on what policies, security measures and violence 
prevention programs were implemented to address violence in the schools throughout the 
state. This study should afford Georgia elementary school principals information on 
methods they and other principals have utilized to address this issue so that plans can be 
implemented to ensure that these principals are as ready as they can be to deal with 
violence once it is in their schools. 
This study is important also because the information gathered from Georgia 
elementary principals concerning violence in the schools during the 1997-1998 school year 
can serve as baseline data for future study by the Georgia Department of Education 
concerning this issue. The results will also allow professional organizations, such as the 
Georgia Association of Elementary School Principals and the Georgia Association of 
Education Leaders, to refer to this study when needing baseline data or other information 
to present to legislators when seeking funding for future programs to address violence in 
Georgia elementary schools. 
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Procedures 
The procedure followed in this study began by determining the names of the 
elementary schools in Georgia which house any grades that included prekindergarten 
through fifth grade during the 1997-1998 school year. This descriptive study used a 
random sample to select the schools to which surveys would be mailed to principals or 
assistant principals in charge of discipline to complete. 
The validation of the content of the questionnaire was conducted by a panel of 
experts. Pretesting of the questionnaire was provided through a pilot study using 
elementary principals in the Laurens County, Georgia, area. The input gathered from the 
suggestions of the panel of experts and the members of the pilot study were considered 
and incorporated into the final version of the questionnaire. 
Assumptions 
Some assumptions will affect the results of this study: 
1. Elementary principals have the expertise to respond to or provide the 
information sought in this study. 
2. Elementary principals or assistant principals will report honestly the 
incidents of violence occurring in the school. 
Limitations 
Some limitations which affected the results of the study were: 
1. Results of the study apply only to Georgia and may not be generalized to 
other states. 
2. All counties were not available for the random sample due to their denying 
permission for this research to be conducted in their school district 
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Definition of Terms 
For purposes of this study, the following definitions applied: 
Elementary school: schools with grade levels between prekindergarten through 5. 
Fight: an actual and intentional touching or striking of another person against 
his/her will, or the intentional causing of bodily harm to an individual. 
Firearm: any weapon that is designed to (or may readily be converted to) expel a 
projectile by the action of an explosive. This includes guns or similar devices designed to 
explode and capable of causing bodily harm or property damage. 
Incident: a specific violent act or offense involving one or more victims and one or 
more offenders. 
Seriousness of Offenses: in this study, seriousness of offenses will be considered in 
this order: Serious, Moderate, Minor, and No Problem 
Vandalism, the damage or destruction of school property including arson, graffiti, 
and other acts that cause property damage 
Violence: physical conflicts among students, students hitting teachers, student-to- 
student pushing or shoving, verbal threats by students, and/or the presence or use of 
weapons. 
Weapon: any instrument or object used with the intent to threaten, injure, or kill. 
Examples include guns, knives, razor blades or other sharp-edged objects. 
Zero tolerance policy: a school or district policy that mandates predetermined 
consequences or punishment for specific offenses. 
12 
Summary 
Historically, research has focused on incidents of school violence at the secondary 
and middle school levels. As school violence occurs in the elementary grades, 
administrators should become more cognizant of these issues and formulate strategies 
which could help to minimize these problems in their buildings. 
Promoting student achievement is the focal point of every school, and a safe, 
orderly environment tends to promote optimal learning conditions. Elementary school 
administrators must address the issues of school violence in order to ensure that these 
problems do not interrupt the lives and learning of their students. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
Recent violent incidents which have taken place in schools have elevated the 
concerns of Americans to the point that school violence has become a major educational 
priority (Astor, Behre, Fravil, & Wallace, 1997). According to the SO"1 Annual Phi Delta 
Kappa/Gallup Poll of the Public's Attitudes Toward the Public Schools (1998), 
respondents named "Fighting/Violence/Gangs" as the biggest problem currently facing the 
public schools. This concern has replaced "Lack of Discipline,"which was perceived as 
the major concern for 18 of the previous 29 polls Along the same vein, the National 
Educational Goals Panel (1994) proposed goals that by the year 2000 would allow schools 
to present students with an orderly, violence-free school environment which was also free 
of illegal drugs and weapons. This environment would ensure that instructional time could 
be maximized and student achievement could strive to reach its full potential. 
School violence, which has been limited almost exclusively to secondary and 
middle schools, is now occurring more frequently at the elementary school level (National 
PTA, 1993). Peterson (1997) points out that when asked to rate the change in their 
school's violence over the past two years, over one-fourth of the principals surveyed 
indicated that violence was increasing at the preschool level and almost one-half indicated 
an increasing amount of violence at the elementary level. The acts of violence typically 
being exhibited in elementary grades include physical conflicts among students, students 
striking and verbally abusing teachers, student possession of a weapon, vandalism. 
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bullying, and sexual harassment ( Johnson, et al., 1996, Petersen, Pietrzak, & Speaker, 
1996). Some of these acts, which have been experienced at the upper grades, have not 
been addressed previously by principals at the elementary levels, so these principals may 
be at a loss as to how to handle these incidents if they should occur in the lower grades. 
The need for intervention at the prekindergarten and elementary levels is essential 
because interventions targeting violent middle and high school students have met with 
limited success (Johnson, et al., 1996). Research has demonstrated that prevention 
models which focused on at-risk populations are effective when implemented at the 
preschool/elementary level (Walker, Colvin, & Ramsey, 1995). Schools must strive to 
identify children as young as three years old who are at risk for delinquency and target 
these students for early intervention programs. 
It is imperative that all schools are safe, secure environments in which both 
students and faculty members can function effectively, according to the Indicators of 
School Crime and Safety (1998) report. Even though violence in schools is a major area 
of concern for our society, the United States Department of Education's first Annual 
Report on School Safety (1998) determined that most schools across America have 
proven to be safe environments, and that students have a higher risk of experiencing 
violence when they are away from school than they do when they are at school. However, 
any violence which takes place within a school should never be taken lightly, because 
everyone within the school is placed at risk and the school's ability to maximize learning 
has been jeopardized (Buckner & Flanary, 1996). Only in a safe and orderly learning 
environment can student achievement continue to grow and thrive. 
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The literature reviewed in this chapter addressed issues surrounding elementary 
school violence, such as the proposed causes, some early warning signals and possible 
preventative measures. In addition, the responses of the federal and state governments 
along with principals' responses to violence in the schools were explored. Finally, both 
reactive and proactive measures available for implementation to address elementary school 
violence were examined. 
Elementary School Violence 
According to a study conducted by the Metropolitan Life Insurance Company 
(1994), elementary school principals responded that they believe that their schools are 
experiencing an increase in incidents of school violence. In this survey, 56% of elementary 
principals indicated that their schools over the past five years had recorded a steady 
increase in the number of incidents of violence, and 72% predicted a continuation of this 
trend over the next two years. A major problem facing the elementary school principal is 
how to respond to violent acts taking place in their schools, especially in light of the fact 
that many of the traditional disciplinary responses are geared toward secondary and middle 
school students (Stephens, 1996). These responses, which include in-school suspension, 
out of school suspension, alternative schools, and expulsion, are typically not in the realm 
of consequences assigned by elementary principals (Roberts, 1993). 
According to Futrell (1996), most schools are comprised of students of whom 
80% obey school rules on a regular basis, 15% occasionally fail to follow rules, and 5% 
chronically disrupt classes. Even though a small percentage of students consistently break 
the rules and seem to be out of control, the learning process of the other students is 
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weakened because of the time teachers must spend in dealing with these disruptive 
students instead of on teaching. 
Possible Causes of Elementary School Violence 
A complex array of individual factors, including the effects of a child's 
socioeconomic status and family dynamics, shape the understanding of youth violence 
(Stephens, 1998). The child's victimization from past abuse and the child's feelings of 
disenfranchisement at home and school have proven to be the two most significant factors 
in contributing to the rise of violent behaviors in school age children. 
A major component which can influence violent behaviors in young children is a 
history of victimization (Early Warning. Timely Response. 1998; Natale, 1994, Stephens, 
1998). The relationship children experience with their parents or other family members 
can also be an accurate indicator of the future behavior of the child (Natale, 1994). When 
children are victims of violence at home, their views of what constitutes acceptable 
behavior can become skewed, and programs offered by the schools have varying degrees 
of success in countering these perceptions (Sauerwein, 1995). 
According to Craig (1992), students who are abused at home are many times 
unable to acquire the self control needed to subdue the urge to exhibit violent behaviors. 
A lack of self control can ultimately prompt children to develop an absence of feeling in 
order to insulate themselves from the harshness of their lives. Unfortunately, these 
students, who are themselves victims of violence, often respond to their experiences by 
mirroring violent behavior with others and becoming perpetrators of violence in the 
schools and in the community (Early Warning, Timely Response. 1998). 
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Stephens (1998) maintains that the dual role of being both victim and perpetrator 
further complicates the ability to comprehend the complex issues impacting violent 
behavior in young children. In general, students who have been involved in incidents of 
violence, either as victims and/or perpetrators, tended to fall into three categories: male, a 
child of a dysfunctional single-parent home, and a student who exhibits below average 
academic performance (Peterson, 1997). 
Another cause of elementary school violence is the perception by children that they 
are alone because they are ostracized or ignored by their friends, family or school (Early 
Warning. Timely Response. 1998, Peterson, Pietrzak, & Speaker, 1998, Stephens, 1998). 
Knopf (1991) maintains that children with these feelings who exhibit disruptive behavior 
further alienate themselves from teachers and classmates due to their inappropriate 
behaviors. A variety of factors, including a low socioeconomic status, cultural bias, and 
family dysfunction, play a significant role in contributing to children's feelings of isolation 
and neglect (Stephens, 1998). According to Noguera (1995), race is the most significant 
factor in determining which students receive the harshest punishment, such as expulsion or 
out of school suspension, for violating school rules or policies. However, school officials 
identify socioeconomic status as the main indicator of the students which are most likely 
to violate school rules. 
An increasing number of students in elementary schools are being diagnosed as 
having organic problems which contribute to the difficulties in controlling their behavior 
Stephens (1998) characterizes these students as having a disorder associated with a lack of 
social skills, and they are classified as having attention deficit with hyperactivity disorder 
or oppositional defiant disorder. Behaviors associated with these disorders include: 
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impulsivity, a low frustration level, and a disdain for authority figures Also, crack babies 
and children diagnosed with fetal alcohol syndrome are entering elementary schools with 
minimal attention spans, tendencies to strike others and curse for no apparent reason, and 
a general lack of self control over their behavior (Ordovensky, 1993) A study by 
Peterson (1997) determined that about 56% of elementary principals polled indicated an 
increase in the number of students exhibiting these organic problems and the inherent 
negative behaviors associated with these disorders. 
Peterson (1996) identified the factors principals perceived most often as 
contributing to violent behaviors in students: a history of victimization by the child's 
family, a breakdown of the child's family unit, and a lack of support and guidance from the 
child's family. Other factors associated with the onset of violent behaviors in elementary 
school students include: the failure of students to achieve in school, parental alcohol 
and/or drug abuse, and gangs (Early Warning, Timely Response. 1998, Natale, 1994, 
Petersen, Pietrzak, & Speaker, 1998, Stephen, 1998) Students who are at risk of 
developing violent tendencies due to an association with any of these issues should be 
targeted for early school and family intervention (Bamstable, Cargill, Gehlback, & 
Workman, 1997). Unless their problems are addressed at an early age, even as young as 3 
years old, these children will crystallize their skewed perceptions of acceptable behavior 
and their ability to succeed academically could be negatively affected. 
Early Warning Signs of Elementary School Violence 
In 1998 following a series of school-related shootings, President Bill Clinton 
directed the Department of Education and the Department of Justice to develop the Early 
Warning, Timely Response (1998) guide for educators. Even though an early warning 
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sign is not a predictor that a child is a threat to himself or others, educators must become 
acquainted with these signs in order to address potential problems before they escalate 
into violence. 
Students who are at risk of experiencing incidents of violence while at school or 
within their own neighborhoods tend to reflect lower achievement levels due to their 
preoccupation with their own safety and well being (Violence and Discipline Problems in 
U S Public Schools: 1996-97. 1998) According to Wenglinksy, Coley, and Barton 
(1998), the National Goals Panel in 1994 assumed that in order to raise student 
achievement levels nationally they must initiate goals addressing the violence in America's 
public schools. The State Department of Education concurred by indicating that in order 
to make schools a safe place in which students can more fully focus on learning rather than 
on their own safety, schools must provide early intervention initiatives which address 
young students' aggressive or violent behaviors (Violence and Discipline Problems in U.S. 
Public Schools: 1996-97. 1998) Even though a small percentage of students chronically 
disrupt the regular classroom, the teachers who have to deal with these students on a 
regular basis have to compromise instructional time for all students, and this ultimately 
hampers America's goal to be a world leader in educating its children (Shanker, 1996). 
It is at the elementary school level that the aggressive or violent behaviors of 
children are first exhibited and addressed by teachers and administrators (Harrington- 
Lueker, 1991). Research suggests that when children below 12 years of age begin to 
show aggressive or violent tendencies, they tend to continue to exhibit these same types of 
inappropriate behaviors at a later age (Early Warning, Timely Response. 1998). 
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Natale (1994) contends that the aggressive behavior exhibited by very young 
children can serve as an accurate indicator of violent behaviors the child will possess as he 
grows up. Natale states that behaviors are learned, and, if a child's negative behaviors are 
addressed at their earliest stages, they can be unlearned. The ideas a child harbors about 
what are acceptable and unacceptable behaviors are internalized by the time the child is 8 
years old. According to Harrington-Luecker (1991), children who are between the ages 
of 2 and 4 years old are the ideal candidates for behavior intervention because it is during 
this phase of development that children acquire the skills for resolving frustration without 
relying on violent or aggressive means. Research has shown that early intervention can be 
successful in counteracting violent or aggressive behaviors when implemented with 
elementary school age children (Early Warning, Timely Response. 1998). Early warning 
signs enable schools to identify potentially problematic young children and to provide 
them with the help they need in counteracting aggressive behaviors before they have 
become ingrained. 
In a recent study by McDonald (1997), students reported that incidents of violence 
were not as numerous as were the number of threats issued by their peers during a regular 
school day. For the most part, threats are a reaction to a situation in which students 
perceive they have been disrespected or humiliated. Threats by students must never be 
taken lightly because they have proven to be an accurate indicator of future violent or 
aggressive incidents (Keller & Tapasak, 1997). Recent incidents of school violence across 
the nation illustrate the fact that threats should be taken very seriously. In 1996, a 
California high school student's three-day suspension was upheld by the Ninth Circuit 
Court of Appeals after the student, who was denied a schedule change, threatened to 
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shoot her guidance counselor (Simpson, 1998). The court, in Lovell v. Poway Unified 
School District, said that students who made terroristic threats against students or staff 
members should be dealt with seriously, and that the First Amendment does not protect 
people who make violent threats. 
The National School Boards Association (1998) maintains that school boards 
should emphasize the importance of the accountability of a school's faculty and staff for 
immediately responding to threats made by students against other students or staff by 
reporting these threats to the proper authorities. It is also imperative that the 
consequences for these threats be handled consistently and swiftly, so that a firm message 
that threats will not be tolerated will be completely understood by all students and staff. 
Research has determined that students are usually cognizant of the early warning 
signs of threats of violence which might be brewing in the school, so it is the school's 
responsibility to put into place safeguards which will allow students to relay these 
rumblings of potential trouble to adults in the schools without the fear of reprisals from 
their classmates (Early Warning. Timely Response. 1998). It is critical for schools to 
create an open door policy between students and adults in order to ensure that students 
will feel safe when providing information concerning a potentially dangerous situation. 
Responses to Elementary School Violence 
As violence filters down to America's elementary schools, responses to this 
problem must be addressed from the federal, state and local levels. In order for safe 
school initiatives to be effective, the community at large must also put into place strategies 
aimed at creating a safer place for all its citizens to live and learn, according to the 
National PTA (1993). A coalition of parents, students, educators, community leaders, and 
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public and private agencies working together toward a goal of reducing violence in the 
schools and the community can produce a long-term effect in addressing this societal 
problem (Cornell, 1998, NSBA, 1998, Quinn et al., 1998, Sheras, Cornell, & Bostain, 
1996). Unless a unified front is forged among these key participants in the fight against 
school violence, the threat of violence will increase as the students most in need of help 
are not given the united support they require (Sheras, Cornell, & Bostain, 1996). 
Federal Responses to Elementary School Violence 
In an address to the American Federation of Teachers (The White House at Work. 
1998), President Clinton expressed his concerns over school safety by stating, "...Make no 
mistake, this (school violence) is a threat not only to our classrooms, but to America's 
public school system and, indeed, to the strength and vitality of our nation" (p . 1). The 
president encouraged schools to be proactive about reducing incidents of school violence 
by considering the adoption of school uniforms. President Clinton outlined the Early 
Warning. Timely Response (1998) guide which has been provided to administrators at 
every school and which emphasizes signs of possible violent tendencies in students He 
also explained the Child Access Prevention laws which hold adults in the household 
accountable if children are able to easily secure loaded handguns in the home 
In an effort to determine the extent of school violence and to develop strategies 
and programs to counteract or respond to these issues, the United States Department of 
Education (1998) took a closer look at the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities 
Act. One of the primary functions of this initiative was to review and expand the Safe 
Schools mission and to ensure that its policies were in line with its mission statement. 
Next, in an effort co-sponsored by the Department of Justice, the Department of 
Education constructed guidelines to aid school systems as they prepare to institute a Crisis 
Response Team to take charge when violence occurs at a school. The department was 
instrumental through its 2\sl Learning Center Grants in encouraging schools to provide 
before- and/or after-school programs aimed at keeping children well-supervised and safe. 
The federal government promoted the use of school uniforms in an effort to reduce the 
incidents of violence caused by students' wearing clothing which could indicate gang 
affiliation. Initiatives focusing on peer mediation and anger control, as well as on the 
schools' enforcing of the zero tolerance policies mandated for student possession of 
weapons on school grounds were also cited as viable efforts in addressing school violence. 
The National School Boards Association and the National Association of 
Attorneys General (1998) have provided a website, "Keep Schools Safe," in order to 
provide information on strategies to reduce school violence and to encourage schools to 
formulate plans to ensure that they provide a safe environment for their students and staff. 
At this site, schools can gamer ideas on key points that the federal government consider to 
be integral to safe school planning. Some of these suggestions include roles that are 
appropriate for students and parents in working with the schools to address the problem of 
violence, methods that schools can incorporate into their safe schools plans to 
communicate effectively with the police and/or campus security personnel, and, 
administrative responses which address student violations of school violence policies and 
procedures. 
State of Georgia's Response to Elementary School Violence 
The Georgia Association of Elementary School Principals (GAESP) placed school 
violence issues at the top of its major legislative priorities (Tippins, 1998). This 
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organization stated, that in order to ensure that Georgia's schools were safe and secure 
institutions of learning for its students, funding should be earmarked to provide in-school 
suspension rooms for elementary schools and to increase the funding for counselors in 
prekindergarten through grade 5 to a ratio of one counselor for every 400 students 
The Georgia Partnership for Excellence in Education (Upchurch, 1998) conducted 
a poll in an effort to determine opinions concerning public education statewide. On the 
question concerning the respondents' prioritized list of critical issues facing public 
education in Georgia, school safety was named the number one concern. Seventy-four 
percent of the Georgians polled considered school violence to be the most critical problem 
facing public schools. 
At a meeting of the State of Georgia Board of Education, the Statewide Task 
Force on Safety and Violence in Georgia Schools unveiled its recommendations for 
addressing violence in the schools (State of Georgia Board of Education Minutes, 1998). 
The Task Force, established by State Superintendent of Schools, Linda Schrenko, was 
made up of representatives selected from each of Georgia's eleven Congressional districts. 
The purpose of the Task Force was to study the problem of school violence and to 
suggest strategies to reduce the threat of violence in Georgia schools. Some of the 
recommendations proposed by this committee included: creating a Statewide Safety 
Coordinator within the Georgia Department of Education to oversee the development of 
safety reports and plans, instituting a free hotline at 1-877-SAY-STOP to gamer 
confidential information on safety or violence issues, strengthening the Character 
Education program in prekindergarten through twelfth grade, increasing funding for 
alternative schools and to include elementary level alternative schools as an option, and 
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simplifying the process by which grants are submitted so that each system might tailor this 
funding to meet their specific needs. 
School safety was addressed in State Superintendent Linda Shrenko's 1998 
Legislative Agenda (Georgia Department of Education, 1998) in her priority to request 
that $10 per Full Time Equivalent (PTE) be provided to implement school safety programs 
at elementary schools. This funding could be earmarked for an in-school suspension 
option or time-out classrooms. These concerns echo the priority of the Georgia 
Association Elementary School Principals' Legislative Agenda for 1998 which requested 
that funding be provided for in-school suspension in elementary schools in Georgia. 
Elementary Principals' Responses to Elementary School Violence 
The responsibility of fostering a school environment which is safe and focused on 
maximizing student achievement rests with the school's principal (Buckner & Flanary, 
1996). Should incidents of violence occur within the school, the principal is usually the 
administrator who must deal with the student who has exhibited the aggressive or violent 
behavior (Moore, 1997). As violent acts are more frequently being committed by 
elementary level students, principals are finding the traditional methods of disciplinary 
actions employed with middle grades and secondary students to be inappropriate for use 
with younger children. Petersen, Pietrzak, and Speaker (1998) determined that the area of 
addressing proactive programs which prevent or reduce incidents of violence at the 
elementary school level has received very little study. 
Many principals have been suspected of under-reporting violence occurring on 
their campuses (Ordovensky, 1993). These principals perceive that by reporting accurate 
accounts of the incidents of violence which have occurred in their schools they will be 
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considered by the public and their peers to be ineffective administrators. However, a 
recent study by Moore (1997) determined that there was no statistically significant 
relationship between the principals' personal characteristics and the occurrence of violence 
within their schools. 
Efforts to address the issue of school violence should be spearheaded by the 
principal, who is committed to ensuring that the school formulates a safe school plan 
(Stephens, 1996; Wanat, 1996). Principals who have successfully created secure schools 
exhibiting a sense of community have fostered an atmosphere of belonging and caring with 
students, faculty, and staff (Kadel & Follman, 1998; Stephens, 1998). One of the most 
proactive methods a principal can employ in reducing the likelihood of violence occurring 
in the schools is for the principal to be visible throughout the building and to develop an 
open-door accessibility for students and staff. 
The size of an elementary school can impact the feeling of belonging and security 
for its students and teachers. Many large elementary schools are employing the schools- 
within-a-school approach to ensure that people within the building can build a kinship and 
a sense of mutual support and understanding (Hill & Hill, 1994). 
Principals shoulder the responsibility of consistently and equitably governing the 
policies and procedures addressing violations of school rules (NSBA, 1998, Petersen, 
Pietrzak, & Speaker, 1998; Stephens, 1996, Wanat, 1996). Students are cognizant of the 
fact that often students are disciplined according to their social standing or athletic 
prowess. It is imperative that students can trust that their principal will handle violations 
of school rules fairly to all students. Gaustad (1992) found that the fewer the number of 
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administrators in charge of responding to rules violations, the more likely it will be that the 
consequences assigned would tend to be consistent. 
Students tend to adhere to rules and policies more frequently when these policies 
expect a higher standard of behavior and mandate consequences which the students feel 
are serious (Wanat, 1996). If the students do not value the consequences, they will not be 
deterred from committing the negative behaviors. The school rules and policies will be 
taken more seriously by the students and their parents if they are included in the 
formulation of these rules. The school should disseminate the information concerning its 
policies and procedures to the parents and students through student assemblies, parent 
seminars, and/or written documentation, such as student handbooks and newsletters 
(Gaustad, 1992). If students and parents are included and feel an ownership in deciding 
what rules and procedures will govern their schools, the principal will have constructed a 
firm base of support for these policies in the community. In order to document that the 
student handbook has been reviewed and understood, the principal should include a 
statement attesting to that fact which both students and parents are required to sign 
(Wanat, 1996). This documentation should be placed in each student's file for use as 
clarification of the student's or parent's prior knowledge of school rules should the need 
arise. 
The principal should also include members of the faculty and staff in the adoption 
of rules and policies governing student behavior. As with the students, the principal 
should ensure that all staff and faculty are knowledgeable of school rules and the 
consequences associated with each infraction (Gaustad, 1992). In a recent survey by 
McDonald (1997), students reported that behaviors which they considered to be harmless 
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horseplay with their peers was often misconstrued by teachers as being violent behavior. 
An understanding of what behaviors will be considered to be violent acts or innocent 
horseplay should be discussed by students, faculty and administrators so that a clear 
distinction of each of these types of behavior will be determined. 
One of the most effective strategies in preventing incidents of violence to occur in 
the schools is the ample supervision by responsible adults (Nelson, 1996; Petersen, 
Pietrzak, & Speaker, 1998). These adults should include not only school administrators 
and personnel, but also parents and community volunteers who are highly visible 
throughout the building and on the school grounds. The principal must ensure that 
supervision is provided in areas where violent behaviors are most likely to occur, such as 
in hallways, near restrooms, and in areas where students tend to congregate (Astor, 1996, 
NSBA, 1998, Stephens, 1996). 
Principals are primarily responsible for the hiring and training of personnel who 
possess sound classroom management techniques and an understanding of cultural 
diversity, who are willing to and capable of establishing a mutual respect with students, 
and who are able to judiciously enforce the school's student code of conduct (Clark & 
Blendinger, 1996, Wanat, 1996). Effective classroom management skills enable a teacher 
to minimize the opportunities for inappropriate or violent student behavior by setting high 
expectations which are clearly communicated to the student. Students who feel that the 
adults in the school treat them respectfully and fairly tend to be less likely to exhibit 
violent behavior (Early Warning, Timely Response. 1998). 
Parental involvement should be one of a principal's top priorities, especially when 
it is paired with initiatives that also involve members of the community (Petersen, 
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Pietrzak, & Speaker, 1998, NSBA, 1998, Stephens, 1996; Wanat, 1996) When parents 
and community members perceive that they are welcome in the schools and have a voice 
in their decision-making processes, they tend to support the schools and administrators as 
they implement procedures aimed at reducing violence in the schools. Parents want to 
know what efforts are being made to ensure that their children are safe at school, and what 
role they can play in supporting these efforts. Research has shown ("Early Warning. 
Timely Response. 1998) that students who are excelling in their classwork and who have 
proven to be more well-behaved and compliant in following school rules tend to have 
parents who are involved with their activities both in and out of the school setting. 
Principals who encourage teachers to communicate good behavior to the parents in 
addition to any problematic behaviors which may arise have benefitted from a supportive 
group of parents who are active in the school (Cantor, Kivel, & Creighton, 1997). As 
principals promote parental involvement, the benefits will be evident not only to the 
school, but also on behalf of the students. 
Another avenue for deterring school violence is the inclusion of both public and 
private entities within the community in the school's policy-making process (Petersen, 
Pietrzak, & Speaker, 1998; NSBA, 1998; Stephens, 1996). In order to incorporate 
community involvement to address safety in both the schools and in the community, it is 
crucial that representatives from all segments of the community be included in the process 
(Wanat, 1996). Every effort should be made to strike a balance of members representing 
all socioeconomic levels and ethnic groups involved in the community and school so that 
the issue of school violence can be addressed from many perspectives. Roundtable 
discussions and decision-making efforts must include as many stakeholders as possible 
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with ties to the students and should include religious and social organizations as well as 
governmental agencies. Violence is a community problem as well as a school problem, 
and every sector of the community plays a vital role in adding its voice to the campaign 
against school violence (Stephens, 1996). 
The lack of adequate supervision of students after they are dismissed from school 
is another factor in school violence Hatkoff (1994) determined that approximately one 
third of all school children are what have become known as latchkey children, those who 
go home to empty houses since their parents are still working at that time. When children 
are supervised at before- and after-school programs sponsored by the schools, they are 
less likely to become involved in violent activities in their neighborhoods which spill over 
into the school setting (Early Warning, Timely Response. 1998). Before- and after-school 
programs are often conducted by outside organizations, such as local recreation 
departments or Boys and Girls Clubs, which provide these programs by utilizing the 
school's facilities. Many of these successful programs incorporate a wide variety of 
activities that address the remediation and enrichment of the students' learning and also 
provide opportunities for students to participate in well-supervised recreational activities 
Reactive Measures To Elementary School Violence 
Elementary school principals address the issue of school violence which has 
already occurred in their schools through reactive measures. Policies and procedures are 
typically in place which respond to violent or aggressive behaviors exhibited by students in 
accordance with the severity of these violations. 
31 
Disciplinary Policies That Address Elementary School Violence 
A collaborative effort between the schools, students, parents, and community 
representatives must focus on reducing school violence by implementing policies and 
programs which hold individuals responsible for helping to maintain a safe, orderly 
learning environment (NSBA, 1998, National PTA, 1993, Wanat, 1996). It is important 
for students to be integral participants in the planning of safe school initiatives so that they 
can understand the scope of the problem of school violence and consider themselves to be 
a part of the solution to this problem (Early Warning. Timely Response. 1998). 
Elementary school students must perceive that school is a safe place where they can learn 
and make friends. 
Schoolwide Discipline Policies 
Schools which have reduced violence effectively have tended to implement 
policies that have been researched thoroughly to ensure that they meet the individual needs 
of the school and its students. In a study by Wanat (1996), students in kindergarten 
through twelfth grade responded that rather than perceiving that school rules have the sole 
purpose of being punitive, they believed that rules kept them safe from the harmful 
behavior of other students. 
An initial step that should be taken before implementing any new school policy is 
for the collaborative committee to review all pertinent legal statutes to ensure that the new 
policy is in accordance with legal concerns (Rubel & Blauvelt, 1994, Stephens, 1996). 
Many school systems employ the services of attorneys specializing in laws pertaining to 
education, and these individuals can serve as useful resources in researching the legalities 
of the policies proposed for implementation. 
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After the policies are approved and adopted, principals should review and update 
the student and teacher handbooks before reprinting them. A statement indicating that 
every effort will be made to ensure that the policies will apply equally to all students and 
staff should be included (Stephens, 1996; Wanat, 1996). Schoolwide discipline policies 
should also include some verbiage that would allow for a case-by-case analysis of 
situations containing extenuating circumstances when necessary (Early Warning. Timely 
Response. 1998). Principals and boards of educations should be allowed some discretion 
in taking into consideration any circumstances which they deem deserve special handling. 
Even though research has established that the majority of schools across America 
are safe and secure environments for children, every school must formulate plans to 
address violence in the schools and to implement programs to prevent occurrences of 
violent student behavior (Stephens, 1998). School violence has been on the increase in the 
rural areas of our country. When the issue of violence in the schools arises, the public 
usually assumes this is primarily an urban-area school problem, however, violence has 
been occurring in America's rural areas. Indeed, many of the recent school shootings 
happened in such rural communities as Pearl, Mississippi, and Paducah, Kentucky. 
Administrators of rural schools cannot become complacent because their schools have not 
yet experienced a problem with violence, because they could be held legally accountable 
for their failure to address the issue should the problem unexpectedly occur at their school 
(Bachus, 1994). Principals must assume that the possibility of violence in their rural 
school does exist, and they should formulate a collaborative group to study the problem 
and formulate prevention strategies. 
School violence is a complex community and school problem, and there is 
probably no single strategy which can be implemented which will eradicate the concern 
(NSBA, 1998). The collaborative planning of the schools and all the stakeholders in the 
community must address this problem from all possible aspects and design the programs 
and policies to fit the specific needs of the individual schools. 
In spite of the effect it would have on student suspensions, 90% of the principals 
responding to the National Association of Elementary School Principals 1997 Survey of 
Principals (1997) indicated that they favored a tightening of strict school rules and 
considered zero tolerance policies for weapons and firearms to be vital in ensuring that 
schools are safe. Sixty-eight percent of the elementary principals polled responded that 
even though stricter policies increase the amount of time that disruptive students are 
suspended from school, these policies were critical to maintaining an orderly school in 
which student achievement for compliant students was maximized. Seventy-eight percent 
of elementary principals surveyed criticized the federal law, the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act, for stifling their ability to deal with dangerous special needs 
students whose violent behavior posed a threat to the safety of the school. This law limits 
the number of days a special education student can be removed from school, even under 
the mandatory zero tolerance policy. 
A schoolwide discipline plan must make individuals responsible and accountable 
for their behavior in school and encourage students to do their part in maintaining a 
peaceful school environment (Walker, Colvin, & Ramsey, 1995). Schools have been-and 
must continue to be-safe havens for our students. Even as schools work with students, 
teachers, parents, and community representatives to study and plan for violence in their 
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midst, all these participants should keep in mind that the majority of students are following 
school rules and that most schools are safe (NSBA, 1998). 
Zero Tolerance Policy 
The Gun Free Schools Act mandates that prior to October 1995 any state which is 
the recipient of monies funded through the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
(ESEA)(Earlv Warning, Timely Response. 1998) must expel a student who brings a 
firearm onto school property. The student must be removed from the school for at least 
one year, and the school system is neither prevented from nor required to provide 
alternative programs for that student (Vail, 1995). Even though most zero tolerance 
policies are applicable to students who are in the sixth grade and above, some school 
systems mandate that the expulsion clause contained in the law is applicable to all 
students. 
In a government report, Indicators of School Crime and Safety: 1996-1997 (1998), 
elementary school principals polled indicated that over 90% have a zero tolerance policy 
in place for firearms possession and for weapons other than firearms. Over 80% of 
elementary principals responded that their schools had a zero tolerance policy for student 
possession of alcohol, drugs, or tobacco on school property. 
The federal government required each state to give superintendents the leeway to 
modify the mandated expulsion requirement according to individual circumstances if 
warranted. The schools are also required by federal law to report to local law 
enforcement officials any student who is in possession of firearms on school property 
(Early Warning. Timely Response. 1998). All students who are effected by the zero 
tolerance policy are afforded due process under this federal mandate (Vail, 1995) The 
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schools are required to provide a tribunal hearing to determine if the charges are accurate 
and if expulsion is warranted. 
Weapons, according to guidelines set by the federal government, include guns, 
explosive devices and deadly forms of gases (Vail, 1995). Even though knives are not 
specified as weapons as defined by this law, a state may determine if it chooses to 
incorporate knives into their individual weapons policy. The zero tolerance law has been 
touted as being discriminatory against students living in rural areas of the country where 
the possession of knives used for hunting and fishing are firmly entrenched cultural habits 
However, regardless of alleged cultural bias, the law is in effect throughout most of the 
United States 
Disciplinary Procedures That Address Elementary School Violence 
As elementary schools experience the occurrence of violent behavior by their 
young students, many principals and boards of education have come to the realization that 
this is a complex issue and that assigning consequences for these actions is a difficult task 
(Roberts, 1993). The punishments which have been appropriate for use with violent 
secondary and middle grades students are not often options for use with elementary 
students (Boothe, 1994). Superintendents, boards of education, and elementary school 
principals are charting new courses in their quest to determine what consequences are 
both developmentally appropriate for elementary school students and fair in ensuring that 
the other students are safe from these violent young children 
Expulsion 
Since the Guns Free Schools Act of 1995 mandated the expulsion of students who 
were determined to possess firearms on school property (Early Warning. Timely 
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Response. 1998), the zero tolerance policy and its ramifications for elementary-age 
students has caused a dilemma for principals who must address this issue. Even though 
students who are expelled are not automatically granted the right to attend an alternative 
school, most elementary school students are denied alternative school placement due to 
the fact that the vast majority of alternative schools only admit students in sixth grade and 
above (Hamish & Henderson, 1996). Many school systems require elementary school 
principals to contact the local law enforcement agency regarding the student's possession 
of a firearm at school, but it remains up to the discretion of the principal to determine if 
there is a need to press charges against the student . In most cases the students violating 
this policy are suspended from school for 3 to 5 days or are remanded to in-school 
suspension for a similar amount of time. 
There are school districts which have deemed it mandatory for elementary school 
students possessing firearms at school to be expelled for up to one year in accordance with 
the guidelines of their zero tolerance policy according to the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention (1995). The state of Michigan stipulates that students as young 
as first grade must be expelled for firearms possession and students in fourth grade and 
above fall under the mandatory expulsion policy in the Fresno, California, school districts 
(Vail, 1995). The federal government under the auspices of the Guns Free Schools Act of 
1995 sends a clear message to public school administrators in America that the possession 
of firearms by students at school is a threat to the safety of everyone at the school and that 
firearms on school campuses will not be tolerated. 
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Out-of-School Suspension 
According to Garibaldi, Blanchard, and Brooks (1996), the original intent of 
utilizing out-of-school suspension as a consequence for violent student behavior served a 
two-fold purpose: (1) it temporarily denied violent students proximity to the teacher and 
students who were placed in jeopardy due to the violent episode, and (2) it afforded 
suspended students time to consider the ramifications of their actions and to get their 
emotions and behaviors under control. One of the most worthwhile reasons for 
suspending violent students is to give the teacher and the other students who were 
affected by the violent behavior a respite from the threat of a recurrence of the 
inappropriate behavior and an opportunity to come to terms with their brush with school 
violence (Ambrose & Gibson, 1995). 
Elementary school students who have committed violent acts within the schools 
have also been assigned to out-of-school suspension with nearly 25% of all suspensions 
nationally being given to these young students (NSBA,1993). Principals have the right to 
suspend violent students for up to 10 days without being required to afford the students 
their due process rights. Principals must make every effort to involve parents in dialogue 
before, during and after the out-of-school suspension in order to establish the seriousness 
of the consequence with the parent (Ambrose & Gibson, 1995). In order for out-of- 
school suspension to be a learning experience for the offending student, parents must 
support the school in affirming that the suspension does not constitute a vacation, but 
instead serves as a time which will be spent reflecting on ways to redirect inappropriate 
behavior and on performing activities of a punitive nature while suspended from school. 
Unfortunately, this opportunity for parental intervention is often missed when parents fail 
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to follow through with close supervision and stiff consequences while the student is out of 
school, but instead, they leave the child unattended at home where they tend to get into 
additional trouble for their inappropriate behavior in the neighborhood or at the mall 
(Berger & Graham, 1998). 
Out-of-school suspension should never become merely a time away from school, 
or students will not value it as a serious consequence or perceive it to be a deterrent to 
exhibiting violent behavior. Boothe (1994) points out that parents have not proven to be 
consistent in helping students work through these negative behaviors or even in providing 
adequate supervision during the suspension. Ultimately, the school must assume the 
responsibility of following up on the students after they return from out-of-school 
suspension and ensure that the students meet with the guidance counselor to prevent a 
recurrence of this behavior in the future 
In-School Suspension 
In-school suspension programs formally entered the education scene during the 
1970s (Sullivan, 1989), and the program was quickly instituted as a viable consequence 
for student misbehavior in schools throughout the nation. In-school suspension provided 
effective consequences for student violations of school rules, allowed administrators to 
forego concerns over due process issues, and enabled the school to address the factors 
which could be contributing to the student's inappropriate behavior. Sheets (1996) 
maintains that: (1) in-school suspension attempts to change student behavior by affording 
the student a structured environment in which to contemplate their inappropriate 
behaviors and determine how the situation might have been handled differently, (2) a 
student's assignment to in-school suspension removes the disruptive student from the 
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regular classroom while it protects the overall learning environment of the non-disruptive 
students; and, (3) in-school suspension benefits the community by preventing the students 
from roaming the streets unsupervised and possibly getting into even further trouble. 
Students who are placed under in-school suspension are allowed to receive credit for any 
assignments and tests completed during this time, and students are not counted as being 
absent from school. Most schools require certified staff to supervise in-school suspension 
programs, but many states are opting for non-certified paraprofessionals to provide 
supervision of the program. 
One of the most frequently implemented models of in-school suspension is one in 
which strict rule enforcement and punitive activities are expected to deter a recurrence of 
the inappropriate behavior (Sheets, 1996). According to Short and Noblitt (1985), the 
typical in-school suspension programs possess a punitive atmosphere in which students are 
expected to work in isolation on seatwork assigned by the classroom teachers and no 
efforts are made by the school to provide the student with the tools needed to address the 
inappropriate behaviors. 
Other schools have opted to utilize the discussion format as the foundation of their 
in-school suspension program Sheets (1996) explains that the discussion format employs 
conversations between the offending student and trained staff members in order to modify 
the student's behavior and to help the student learn to comply more successfully with 
school policies in the future. According to Knopf (1991), in-school suspension models 
which have proven to be the most effective in lowering their recidivism rates are programs 
which focus on behavior modification strategies which stress student accountability and 
responsibility for inappropriate behaviors and encourage the student to develop more 
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effective communication and interpersonal skills. Unless these issues are addressed, the 
students will continue to lack the skills needed to overcome the inappropriate behaviors 
and will tend to repeat the offenses throughout their lives. 
Alternative Placement Programs 
The 1995 Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup Poll of the Public's Attitudes Toward the Public 
Schools (Elam & Rose, 1995) found that "people do not generally believe that students 
who are guilty of disruptive behavior or violence in the school should be expelled 
Instead, a majority opts for transfer to separate facilities where students can be given 
special attention" (p. 41). The rationale for placing students in alternative settings should 
be for ensuring the safety of the other students and teachers who are put at risk through 
the inappropriate behavior of the offending student, and who lose valuable instructional 
time in the teachers' having to address this student's chronic inappropriate behavior 
(Knutson, 1998). Alternative placement also provides counseling and remediation 
services to students who have proven to be disruptive or violent. Even though providing 
alternative settings has proven to be a costly endeavor for districts due to funding extra 
personnel, transportation and facilities, alternative programs are proving to be cost 
effective. By addressing issues which can modify inappropriate student behaviors and 
could tend to prevent disruptive students from later entering the legal justice system and 
by decreasing the cost of lost learning time for its teachers and students in the regular 
school setting, alternative schools are being implemented in spite of the heavy costs to 
school systems. 
Alternative school programs which focus on helping the offending students make 
adjustments in their interpersonal skills, educational goals, and behavioral choices have 
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provided an invaluable service to these students (Garrison, 1989). When these efforts are 
paired with an active parental involvement component, students receive the information 
and support needed to make life altering decisions which can improve their lives and those 
of the people around them. School districts must also mandate that students who are 
assimilated back into the regular school population are afforded continued guidance and 
support from the counselors within the school to ensure that the techniques learned in 
alternative placement are successfully put into practice in the real world setting. 
A school system that has instituted an alternative school for elementary school 
students is the Lakeland, Florida Schools System (Barbosa & Gilpin, 1998). The 
Lakeland Behavior and Education Success Training Center (BEST) is an alternative 
setting developed to address violent or aggressive students in kindergarten through second 
grade who have proven to be a threat to themselves and others in the regular classroom 
setting. These very young students become involved in the intensive behavior 
modification programs at the alternative school while they continue to take part in classes 
in which age appropriate curriculum is taught. The purpose of the BEST initiative is to 
teach disruptive primary-age students appropriate behaviors which will allow them to 
develop positive interpersonal skills so that they can be successful, both academically and 
socially, in the regular school setting. 
One of the country's most respected alternative school programs, CrossRoads, 
was established by the state of Georgia (Hamish & Henderson, 1996). The purpose of 
CrossRoads is to provide individual instruction focusing on the academic, personal and 
social needs of chronically disruptive or violent students in sixth grade and above in order 
to help them to become responsible, productive citizens, and to ensure a safer more secure 
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learning environment by removing chronically disruptive students who interrupt the 
learning process for others. Even though there are no provisions for alternative placement 
for elementary school students in Georgia's CrossRoads program. State Superintendent 
Linda Shrenko and the Statewide Task Force on Safety and Violence in Georgia Schools 
(1998) recommended to the State Board of Education that an increase in funding for 
alternative schools should include elementary level alternative schools as an option. 
Corporal Punishment 
Dr. Michael Allen (1995) defined corporal punishment as "the striking of the 
human body in a manner to inflict pain" (p. 14). Dr. Allen stated that this form of 
punishment is used in an effort by school administrators to control or prevent student 
violations of school rules. Despite the fact that the use of corporal punishment in 
America's public schools is slowly decreasing, it is estimated that paddlings are 
administered to approximately one million school children annually with 80% of these 
paddlings taking place in the South (Roesler, Hagebak, & Hyman, 1996). 
The state of Georgia, which ranks sixth in the nation, continues to incorporate the 
use of corporal punishment as a form of discipline in its public schools. Georgia Law 
O.C.G.A. 20-2-730, instituted in 1964, states that, "The local board of education, upon 
the adoption of written policies, may authorize any teacher employed by the board to 
administer, in the exercise of his sound discretion, corporal punishment on any pupil or 
pupils placed under his supervision in order to maintain proper control and discipline" 
(O'Neal, 1996, p. E:3). This law outlines several stipulations which govern the actions of 
school administrators prior to their administering corporal punishment. 
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The Court of Appeals of the state of Georgia in a 1989 decision rejected the 
appeal from the parents of a fifth grade student who exhibited extensive bruising from a 
paddling (Roesler, Hagebak, & Hyman, 1996). A lower court had issued a summary 
judgment against the case, and the Georgia Court of Appeals concurred with the decision 
by ruling that it was reasonable to expect that corporal punishment would inflict pain and 
could even result in the bruising of the student. Southern states tend to advocate the use 
of corporal punishment because of religious traditions concerning sparing the rod, and 
these deeply entrenched beliefs are shared by parents, schools, legislators, and judicial 
systems. 
The U.S. Supreme Court's 1977 ruling in Ingraham v. Wright (Gregory, 1995) 
stated that a student's Constitutional guarantees to due process or to protection from 
cruel and unusual punishment were not violated by corporal punishment administered by 
school personnel. However, corporal punishment policy suggests to its opponents that 
striking students is preferred as a solution to addressing violent student behavior rather 
than are strategies aimed at the prevention of recurrences of these behavioral problems 
(Roesler, Hagebak, & Hyman, 1996). 
Most corporal punishment in public schools takes place in the elementary grades 
where teachers and administrators feel its use, or the threat of its use, is an effective 
deterrent to student violence (Roesler, Hagebak, & Hyman, 1996). However, the 
National Association of Elementary School Principals is among the ranks of 46 national 
professional associations which have taken a definitive stand in opposing the use of 
corporal punishment with young children (Allen, 1995). 
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A new policy issued by the American Academy of Pediatrics (AAP, 1998) 
denounced the use of corporal punishment with children both in the home and at school. 
The AAP stated that striking children teaches them that conflict can be quickly squelched 
through the use of violent means. These pediatricians felt that spankings administered at 
home or at school have been associated with an increase in the number of preschool and 
elementary-school age children who are exhibiting aggressive behavior. Finally, this 
organization stated that spankings, or the threat of spanking, may stop inappropriate 
behavior in the short term, but the use of corporal punishment becomes ineffective when it 
is used repeatedly (Atlanta Journal/Constitution. 1995). 
Behavior Contracts 
A strategy that a school administrator in charge of discipline might utilize is a 
behavior contract with the student. According to Curry (1998), behavior contracts have 
been implemented successfully with middle grades and high school students, but little 
research has been conducted on its effectiveness with elementary school students. 
Behavior contracts, an agreement between a school administrator and an offending 
student, should only be drawn up if the student expresses an intention to work at changing 
his or her inappropriate behaviors that caused the problem. Writing the behavior contract 
in positive terms sets the tone for the hopeful outcome of the contract for the student and 
the administrator. In the contract the student agrees to comply with school rules for a set 
amount of time. When the student successfully meets the terms of the contract, the 
administrator agrees to provide a pre-determined reward for the student. The 
expectations of what the student's responsibilities entail must be clearly and specifically 
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stated, as are the rewards which must be provided by the administrator should the student 
achieve the desired behavioral outcome. 
Timeout 
Many elementary schools employ the strategy of timeout with young students 
exhibiting inappropriate or aggressive behavior in the classroom. Timeout is when a child 
is removed from participation in the regular classroom activities due to their 
noncompliance with school rules (Costenbader & Reading-Brown, 1995). During timeout 
students can be isolated within the classroom for a brief period of time or they are denied 
the privilege of participating in their entire break time activity. Timeout typically does not 
encompass any entire class period. 
Child development experts suggest that a child's age should serve as the barometer 
which estimates the amount of time a student spends in timeout, especially when 
addressing the inappropriate behaviors of preschoolers (Hill, 1998). Most experts 
consider two minutes per the age of the child to be an adequate timeout allotment. 
Grounding is also considered to be a form of timeout which is effective when used with 
older students when it is utilized in conjunction with a loss of privileges and extra chores. 
There are opponents of the practice of using timeout with students. They have 
criticized this strategy because timeout does not contain any behavior modification 
components, and children can miss instructional time if they spend their timeout in another 
teacher's classroom (Costenbader & Reading-Brown, 1995). 
Security Measures in Elementary Schools 
According to the first annual report on school crime and safety from the Bureau of 
Justice and Statistics and the National Center for Education Statistics, Indicators of 
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School Crime and Safety (1998). public elementary school principals responded that 
during the 1996-1997 school year they had put into place some security measures to 
address the possibility of violence in their schools. Nearly every elementary school 
principal responding (96%) stated that they required visitors to sign-in upon entering the 
building. School administrators who required visitors to sign-in tended to be able to keep 
abreast of who was in their school building and what the purpose was for the visit (Early 
Warning. Timely Response. 1998). About three fourths of the respondents (76%) 
reported that they required their students to remain on campus during lunch (Indicators of 
School Crime and Safety. 1998). Over half of the elementary principals polled stated that 
they had controlled access to school buildings through the utilization of locked doors and 
by maintaining one main entrance to the building. One fourth of the elementary principals 
indicated that access to school grounds was controlled through the use of gates or fences. 
Random checks of students for weapons through the use of metal detectors had only been 
used in 1% of the elementary schools surveyed, and less than 1% required students to 
routinely enter or exit the building through metal detectors. Drug sweeps were indicated 
as being used by 5% of elementary principals responding, while a few respondents 
reported employing security personnel (1%) or requiring school uniforms (4%). 
As Vestermark (1996) noted, elementary school students have brought guns or 
drugs to school that they found at home and naively brought to school with no intention of 
causing physical harm to anyone, but mainly to impress their friends. Elementary schools 
have been the site of custody struggles between two estranged parents. Neighborhood 
violence has gotten out of hand and spilled over into elementary schoolyards. These 
incidents point out that elementary school administrators, educators, students, parents and 
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community members must prepare for the worst happening at the school while 
implementing prevention programs aimed at expecting the best. 
One of the most effective security measures that an elementary school can institute 
is environmental security, or adult supervision, throughout the building and on the school 
grounds (Quarles, 1993). Adults responsible for monitoring areas such as hallways, 
playgrounds, and restrooms can prevent acts of violence by putting a stop to any student 
altercations before they escalate into violent activities. The adults utilized in patrolling 
high risk areas can include school administrators, teachers, parent and community 
volunteers, and security personnel. 
No matter how many security efforts have been researched and implemented, the 
strictest of surveillance equipment and the most astute security officials can only serve as 
deterrents to incidents of violence which can happen on school premises (Vestermark, 
1996). Elementary schools are easy targets for any violent individual focused on wreaking 
havoc due to the naivete of the young students housed there and the complacency of the 
school personnel concerning incidents of violence taking place at their school. The only 
thing which could stand in the way of a determined criminal would be the standard of 
emergency responses and security measures practiced in the school. 
In order to promote an open line of communication between students and school 
personnel that the students respect and admire, many experts advise that a reduction in the 
student-teacher ratio or school size could facilitate this dialogue (Heller, 1992; Hill & Hill, 
1994). Children who perceive themselves to be alone at school and to be outsiders are 
prime candidates for exhibiting violent or aggressive behaviors at school as a reaction to 
these negative emotional barriers. However, if these students are able to form a bond of 
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trust and support with a responsible adult at the school, the students tend to overcome 
these negative feelings and are less likely to possess violent tendencies. 
A safety audit of the school building that is performed by the principal in 
conjunction with law enforcement specialists (Rubel & Blauvelt, 1994: Stephens, 1998) 
has proven to be a very effective safety precaution. This safety audit would enable 
principals to look at their school through the perspective of the law enforcement experts 
who are trained to be aware of areas which are conducive to school violence and to 
address these trouble spots before any violence problems arise. By jointly auditing the 
safety of the school, the communication lines between the principal and the police will be 
strengthened, and the officers will consider themselves a part of the solution to the 
school's violence prevention initiative. 
Crisis Response Team 
A crisis response team is responsible for planning an organized school-wide 
response to incidents of school violence. ("Early Warning. Timely Response. 1998). The 
plans formulated by this cross-section of school personnel specifically address the 
responsibilities of individual faculty and staff members and provide opportunities for mock 
disasters and drills in order that students and staff are acquainted with what their 
responsibilities are during a crisis. The crisis response team is made up of school 
administrators, teachers, support staff members, parents, and the drug-free schools 
program coordinator. A crisis response plan is required by the Safe and Drug-Free 
Schools Act. This plan should be updated regularly, and the information should be 
disseminated to the students, faculty, parents, ^nd community so that no one is caught 
unawares if an act of school violence should occur. 
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According to the Early Warning. Timely Response (1998) guide, one of the 
primary responsibilities of the crisis response team is to designate safe areas to which 
students and staff are to report should an evacuation of the school become necessary. The 
plan must also contain strategies for sharing information with the police, the 
superintendent's office, parents and the media, with these duties being specifically 
assigned to selected individuals on staff at the school. This documentation should be kept 
in a convenient location in the school, and copies should be on file at the superintendent's 
office. 
Proactive Measures That Address Elementary School Violence 
Proactive measures are steps that a school or school district can put into place to 
enhance the physical safety of the school and to help prevent incidents of violence from 
occurring on campus. Safety measures can reduce the potential for violence by addressing 
issues of school security. 
Law Enforcement Officers in the Schools 
Throughout the country school districts are exploring the possibilities of up¬ 
grading the security at their schools by utilizing law enforcement officers (Rotondo, 
1993). In a recent example of this endeavor, the Akron (Ohio) Public Schools established 
a program to hire off-duty police officers to provide security in their buildings (Goggins, 
Newman, Waechter & Williams, 1994). School officials felt that the presence of officers 
in the schools would help reduce school violence problems and ultimately result in an 
increase in the amount of time teachers and students spend on instructional activities. The 
results of this program were that the teachers and students benefitted from what they 
perceived to be a safer, more productive learning environment, and the officers became 
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acquainted with the students on a more positive basis which improved the officers' image 
in the neighborhoods. 
School law enforcement programs, in which the officer has been placed with 
students in early elementary school and who have moved up with these same students 
through the upper grades, have proven to be effective due to the bond which was forged 
between the officers and the students (NASSP, 1994). An association of around five 
years enables the officer to know the students well and to build trust with the students. 
Research indicates (Rotondo,1993) that over time students are less wary and more 
respectful of the officers they get to know through the school setting, and these officers 
tend to respond more effectively to school-related incidents than do state and local law 
enforcement agencies. 
There are people who are uncomfortable with the presence of law enforcement 
officers on school campuses. They feel that by stationing officers in the schools the 
community will perceive that the schools contain such high levels of violence that the 
school officials have to depend on the police to maintain order (West & Fries, 1995). 
However, proponents of stationing officers on campuses maintain that the law 
enforcement personnel deter school violence from taking place and ensure that the schools 
are safe and secure (Rotondo, 1993). 
Stationing law enforcement officers in every school is not always necessary nor 
even possible in some instances due to budgetary constraints (West & Fries, 1995). 
However, every effort should be made to encourage communication between the schools 
and local law enforcement officials since this alliance is a critical component in reducing 
school violence. 
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Technology and School Security Measures 
Some school districts and community leaders share the sentiment that metal 
detectors are an integral component of any safe schools initiative. According to Townley 
and Martinez (1995), school officials can choose from two basic models of metal 
detectors. The first type, the free-standing stationary model, is permanently affixed to 
entrances of school buildings and everyone entering or exiting the building must walk 
through them. This model is very effective in alerting personnel of questionable metal 
objects being brought into the building. However, these stationary models are quite 
costly. The second basic type of metal detector is the hand-held model. This metal 
detector is portable and can be used throughout the building to conduct spot-checks of 
individuals who are suspected of possession of weapons and also to search student lockers 
for concealed firearms. 
The entity responsible for determining if metal detectors are feasible for use in their 
schools are the local school officials (Townley & Martinez, 1995). Each school system 
should analyze the pros and cons of purchasing metal detectors from the perspective of 
each individual school, because many districts conclude that the metal detectors require 
too much additional personnel to operate and are too expensive for the level of violence 
problems evident in their schools and in the community (Rotondo, 1993). Typically, in an 
effort to routinely check for firearms or weapons, metal detectors have been installed in 
the country's larger school districts, including Chicago, New York, and Miami. 
Ronald Stephens (1996) recommended that in order to keep a close check on areas 
which are not amply supervised, schools should utilize surveillance cameras to provide 
information concerning the security in these areas. When students and people in the 
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neighborhoods are cognizant of the fact that schools are employing surveillance cameras 
to record activities taking place in the halls and on school grounds, potential perpetrators 
are less likely to perform illegal acts on school grounds because they know they can be 
identified through a review of the videotape (Townley & Martinez, 1995). Whenever a 
school district implements the use of metal detectors or video cameras, policies must be 
adopted which provide safeguards to the privacy issues of both students and staff and 
which ensure that the use of these security measures do not infringe upon their legal 
rights. 
As a matter of policy, local school officials are the appropriate authorities to 
determine if, when, where, and how metal detectors should be employed in the schools 
given the unique circumstances of their building (Townley & Martinez, 1995). Many 
school districts , including Chicago, Detroit, Miami, New York, and St. Louis, use metal 
detectors to routinely screen for weapons (Rotondo, 1993). Many school districts 
consider metal detectors to be too labor-intensive and cost-prohibitive for their districts. 
Ronald Stephens (1996) recommends employing surveillance cameras as an 
effective means of keeping a check on difficult to supervise public areas. The strategic 
placement of video cameras in hallways and parking lots of schools could deter acts of 
violence, theft, and/or vandalism and assist in apprehending the culprit(s) of these illegal 
activities (Townley & Martinez, 1995). As with metal detectors, districts utilizing 
surveillance cameras must establish safeguards to ensure student and staff privacy and 
protection of legal rights. 
53 
Conflict Resolution Programs and Anti-Violence Curricula 
In an attempt to minimize incidents of violence and other behavioral problems in 
the schools, many districts have adopted peer mediation programs in hopes that students 
can have an impact on resolving these problems (Johnson, et al. 1996). Through peer 
mediation, a cross-section of responsible students are trained in techniques which will 
allow them to moderate conflicts between other classmates who have been unable to 
resolve their differences. The goal of conflict resolution programs is to empower students 
with the skills necessary to mediate differences among their peers based on an empathy 
developed through viewing the confrontation from their own viewpoint and that of the 
schoolmates involved in the conflict (American Educational Research Journal. 1996). 
Outcomes are based on the desire of all parties involved to take away from the agreement 
as much as possible of what they had wanted to gain from the mediation process. 
Conflict resolution programs designed for use with young students should not be 
taught in isolation. Rather, in order for young children to apply the conflict reducing 
techniques and to fully understand their implications, elementary schools must design 
methods of incorporating these ideas into the curriculum and the social life of these 
youngsters (American Educational Research Journal. 1996). 
In the federal government's report, Violence and Discipline Problems in U.S. 
Public Schools: 1996-97 (1998), a prevention curriculum containing either/or character 
education or social skills training was reported to be in elementary schools by 89% of 
elementary principals responding. Another violence reduction or prevention program that 
was indicated to be in place in elementary schools was behavior modification (79%). 
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School violence issues are perceived differently by elementary school students, and 
these differences are consistently split along gender lines. In a recent study (George, 
Halpin, Dagnese, & Keiter, 1997), elementary-age boys reported that they tended to 
exhibit violent behaviors at school because they had to prove their toughness in order to 
avoid being labeled as wimps by their peers. Many young boys equate machismo with 
violent behavior, and this behavior is in direct opposition to the school's expectations of 
appropriate interaction. On the other hand, elementary-age girls reported that they 
attempted to determine the root of the problem if someone reacted toward them in a 
violent manner. These girls stated that they would try to resolve the problem through an 
open dialogue with the aggressor or by requesting assistance from other students or 
adults. 
Peer counseling programs are effective in that they utilize students to mediate 
conflicts and to defuse potentially violent situations before they escalate too far (Stephens, 
1996). Students tend to be more responsive and open-minded to suggestions from other 
students than they are to adult intervention. Conflict resolution programs enable students 
to become more aware of cultural diversity, non-violent solutions to conflict, and 
techniques to resolve differences openly and respectfully (Houck & Maxon, 1997). 
The following are some conflict resolution programs designed for elementary 
schools that have received high ratings: 
Promoting Alternative Thinking Strategies (PATHS), which was designed for use 
with students in kindergarten through fifth grade, is a demonstrated model which enables 
students to acquire positive interpersonal skills and emotional outlets through a curriculum 
that allows students to explore all types of emotions and their ramifications (Annual 
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Report on School Safety. igQSV The purpose of PATHS is to teach students the 
importance of a healthy emotional life and to prepare these students to put these new 
techniques into action in their daily routines. Teachers report that upon completion of the 
program, their students have improved their control over violent or aggressive behavior, 
and that they have witnessed a decrease in some students' levels of hyperactivity. 
First Step to Success is a demonstrated program geared toward kindergarten 
students (Annual Report on School Safety. 1998; Walker, Colvin, & Ramsey, 1995). This 
program requires a screening of all students in order to identify which students are at risk 
for violent behaviors. All kindergarten teachers participate in staff development programs 
focusing on behavioral strategies which have shown to be effective in decreasing discipline 
problems in young children. Finally, the program contains a parent component through 
which parents learn how to guide their child through a healthy adjustment to school 
routines. In early evaluations, First Step to Success seems to have been effective in 
diminishing the amount of aggressive behavior of the kindergarteners (Annual Report on 
School Safety. 1998; Walker, Colvin, & Ramsey, 1995). 
Peace Builders targets students in kindergarten through fifth grade in order to 
promote their skills in developing positive interpersonal relationships with peers and 
authority figures and to reduce the occurrences of violent or aggressive behavior 
(American Educational Research Journal. 1996; Annual Report on School Safety. 19981. 
Peace Builders also studies the school setting and diagnoses areas which have the potential 
to cause problems with student aggressive or violent behaviors. Researchers have 
reported improvements in the areas of student social skills development and a reduction in 
violent student behaviors as a by-product of this program. 
56 
Second Step is a demonstrated curriculum that was designed for use with students 
in prekindergarten through eighth grade (Annual Report on School Safety. 1998). This 
program incorporates social skills techniques into the regular curriculum and promotes the 
intemalization of these skills so that students will reflect the sound behavioral control skills 
that they have learned both at home and in school. The elementary school version of 
Second Step involves a 6-week parental involvement component which helps parents 
become familiar with the strategies needed to reinforce the techniques at home. The 
elementary version stresses the importance of individuals controlling their own behavior 
and of students learning how to understand other people and their feelings more 
compassionately. 
Character Education 
Georgia House Bill 393, an unfunded mandate, was passed unanimously during the 
1997 session (Bowen, 1998). This bill required public schools in Georgia to adopt 
character education programs by the fall of the 1997-98 school year in an effort to address 
the problems of school violence and other disciplinary concerns. The guidelines for 
character education were developed and ratified by the state Board of Education, but 
individual schools were held responsible for implementing the program. 
As the nuclear family continues to disintegrate, the schools are being delegated the 
task of presenting morals-based ideals to its students (Malm, 1992). In Georgia's 
character education initiative, students learn about character traits which will help them as 
they become productive adults (Bowen, 1998). Without preaching to the students or 
seeking to teach morals or ethics, educators across the state are presenting students with 
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life-lessons revolving around such positive traits as honesty, respect, and fairness which 
will serve them well at school, at home, and in a future work environment. 
Gun Safety Initiatives 
In a large school district in southeast Georgia, a little boy told his kindergarten 
teacher that he had something in his pocket to show her and pulled out a gun (Courier 
Herald/Dublin, 1998). The teacher took away the weapon and promptly notified the 
principal of the incident. Following an investigation by law enforcement officers employed 
by the school district, it was determined that the handgun had been stolen from its original 
owner, and the child was remanded to the custody of his mother until further findings 
were turned over to the juvenile court. 
Most gun safety programs in the schools follow one of two schools of thought 
(Gorman, 1998). The first involves a conflict resolution approach which stresses the 
importance of relying on non-violent means to resolve conflicts. The Children's Defense 
Fund adheres to this philosophy and through its Freedom Schools sponsors after-school 
programs and summer activities for children in at-risk neighborhoods. 
The other philosophy relies heavily on the "just say no" approach to gun violence 
which is embraced by the National Rifle Association (NRA). This initiative warns children 
against using guns in a violent way towards humans and stresses the responsible handling 
of firearms for hunting or target practice. Both of these gun safety initiatives are relatively 
new and have not had ample time to prove any significant gains in these gun safety 
education programs. 
Eddie the Eagle, the elementary school gun safety program sponsored by the NRA, 
provides teachers with a variety of multi-media materials which enable educators to 
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present two hours of information to students over a one-week period, and it also contains 
a parent component (Hammer, 1998). The drawbacks to the program are that the Eddie 
the Eagle program is short and never fully explores the causes of gun violence or the 
effects these incidents have on the lives of those involved. On the other hand, the 
Children's Defense Fund's Freedom Schools, whose goal is to prevent children from 
having any access at all to guns, presents weekly parent and child workshops at which 
discussions are held concerning resolving conflicts without resorting to violence (Gorman, 
1998). 
School Uniforms 
In an effort to reduce the likelihood of school violence and to increase school 
safety, several large school districts have opted to require students to adhere to a strict 
dress code which mandates they wear school uniforms (King, 1998, Siegel, 1996; U. S. 
Department of Education, 1996). Schools which have a history of requiring school 
uniforms, such as parochial schools and private secular schools, report that uniforms have 
reduced the level of violence and other discipline problems in the schools and have 
therefore maximized the opportunities to spend more time on academics (King, 1998). 
The Manual on School Uniforms (1996) states that school uniforms address a host of 
problems facing students and schools today. When all students are wearing the prescribed 
clothing to school, students, who had been at risk of theft of violence due to the designer 
clothes or shoes they were wearing, are no longer affected by this problem. Wearing 
uniforms ensures that students do not wear clothing which could be associated with gang 
membership, and it enables school administrators to identify young people who are not a 
part of the school population. Additionally, students have stated that wearing school 
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uniforms fosters feelings of school loyalty and gives students a secure feeling of being an 
important part of the school community (King, 1998, U. S. Department of Education, 
1996). 
The first large school district to require all of its students from kindergarten though 
eighth grade to wear school uniforms was the Long Beach (California) Unified School 
District (King, 1998). The nearly 60,000 students from the district's 56 elementary 
schools and 4 middle schools have worn mandatory school uniforms since 1994. Since the 
inception of this uniform policy, school officials have reported a decrease in violence and 
discipline problems. 
Loren Siegel (1996), Director of the American Civil Liberties Union's (ACLU) 
Public Education Department, disagrees with the results of Long Beach's study which was 
not carried out by a neutral entity, but contained self-generated data attributing the 
decrease in school violence and other discipline problems to the school uniform policy. 
Other safe school strategies were implemented at approximately the same time, so the 
ACLU maintains that it is not possible to say without further study that the decrease was a 
direct result of only the school uniform policy. 
Two groups who have taken a stand as staunch opponents of policies mandating 
school uniforms are the ACLU and the older students in the schools (King, 1998). 
Elementary students have displayed little resistance to the required dress codes, and many 
have even stated that they like wearing the uniforms, but these policies have met with 
much disdain from older students. 
Proponents of school uniforms consider their implementation to be a common 
sense approach to reducing violence and discipline problems at school through the 
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structure uniforms provide to the school environment. However, very little empirical data 
is available to determine a definitive causal relationship between school uniforms and 
school violence (King, 1998). 
Summary 
Schools continue to be a safe place for children to learn and thrive. However, 
elementary schools are beginning to experience incidents of school violence and aggressive 
behaviors in its students that have formerly been associated with middle grades and high 
school students. In order for students to learn and for teachers to teach, elementary 
schools must ensure that the necessary steps are being taken to prevent violence from 
becoming a part of their school culture. 
The federal government along with the State of Georgia is addressing the problems 
of school violence in hopes that schools will take a proactive approach to facing this 
problem. Information is being disseminated at a rapid pace to inform school officials of 
strategies to circumvent the threat of violence in the schools. 
School violence is not solely a school's problem, but the responsibility and 
accountability also belong to the community. In order to address the threat of school 
violence, a collaboration of school officials, teachers, students, parents, law enforcement, 
and community leaders must take place in order to view the problems from many 
perspectives. It is time the issue of school violence is faced head-on, and that principals 
prepare for the worst as schools and communities continue to hope for the best for 
America's students and teachers. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
Due to an increase in the incidents of violence and aggressive behaviors being 
exhibited by students in the elementary schools, leaders in the schools and community are 
perceiving the need to address these issues with proactive and reactive measures 
(Sauerwein, 1995). Elementary school principals are facing difficult decisions in how to 
respond to violence in their schools because so much of the research on this issue has been 
focused on strategies to address aggressive and violent behaviors in students in secondary 
and middle grades (Hill, 1996, Petersen, Pietrzak, & Speaker, 1998). Many of the 
consequences that have proven to be effective with older students are not feasible or 
developmentally appropriate with children in prekindergarten through fifth grade. 
The purpose of this chapter is to identify the research questions addressed in the 
study and to describe the study's research methods through a presentation of the 
participants, the research design, the instrument used to collect the data, and the 
procedures used in the collection and analysis of this data. 
Research Question 
The major research question used in this study was: 
1. What types of violence were reported in elementary schools in Georgia 
during the 1997-1998 school year, and to what extent of seriousness were 
they prevalent? 
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Other research questions which guided the researcher were: 
2. What disciplinary procedures were used with Georgia elementary students 
exhibiting the various violent behaviors during the 1997-1998 school year? 
3. Are there policies which have been implemented by elementary school 
administrators in Georgia to address incidents of violence? 
4. What kinds of security measures were in place in Georgia elementary 
schools during the 1997-1998 school year? 
5. What violence prevention programs were implemented in Georgia 
elementary schools during the 1997-1998 school year? 
6. Do responses concerning violence issues during the 1997-98 school year in 
Georgia elementary schools differ according to selected demographic data 
provided? 
Research Methods 
Participants 
All elementary schools (N=l 161) listed in the 1998 Georgia Public Education 
Directory (Georgia Department of Education, 1997) comprised the population of this 
study, while the participants were the principals of these schools or their designee. 
Elementary schools were "all schools with grade levels between PK-5 (Georgia 
Department of Education's Administrative Technology Data Collection Office, 1998, 
p. 1), with PK indicating the Georgia Prekindergarten Program. According to Boyer 
(1997), Georgia's elementary school principals are predominately white males with about 
10 years administrative experience. 
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For the population of elementary schools (N=l 161), the response rate needed for a 
5% margin of error was 285 (Gay, 1992). This value was increased to 450 Georgia 
elementary school principals to allow for non-response. 
The elementary schools in Georgia, housing a combination of grade levels 
encompassing prekindergarten through fifth grade, were located in the 1998 Georgia 
Public Education Directory (Georgia Department of Education, 1997), and were then 
highlighted and numbered from 1 through 1161. Participants for the study were selected 
through a process of selecting random digits from a table of random numbers (Urbaniak, 
1999) and matching these numbers to the schools with corresponding numbers in the 
directory. After the randomly selected schools were identified, the principals' names and 
mailing addresses of the selected elementary schools were obtained from a packet of 
mailing labels purchased from the Georgia Department of Education. 
Special permission to conduct research was required by several school systems, 
including DeKalb, Cobb, and Gwinnett. These schools were contacted and their 
permission request forms were secured and completed for consideration. Only Gwinnett 
County schools responded to this request, and they granted permission for the research to 
be conducted in their schools. The Muscogee County School system contacted the 
researcher and reported that their policy on research had been changed and permission 
must be granted in advance for research to take place in their schools. This notification 
came after the surveys had already be sent to the principals in that system, therefore, 
enough time was not available to secure permission from the system to perform the 
research with their principals. 
64 
Research Design 
The research design used in this study was descriptive in nature. A questionnaire 
was used to determine the types of violence which were reported in Georgia elementary 
schools and what disciplinary actions were in place to address them. Next, the policies 
and procedures adopted to address violence in elementary schools were addressed; and 
finally, the reactive and proactive measures implemented to respond to elementary school 
violence in Georgia were investigated. 
Instrumentation 
A survey designed for the National Center for Education Statistics' (1998) report, 
Violence and Discipline Problems in U. S. Public Schools: 1997. served as a model for the 
questionnaire in this study. The researcher's adapted instrument (Appendix A) addressed 
five areas concerning school violence issues. First, principals, or assistant principals in 
charge of discipline, were asked to indicate if the following specified acts of violence took 
place in their elementary schools during the 1997-1998 school year: physical conflicts 
among students, vandalism of school property, student possession of weapon, sale of 
drugs on school grounds, verbal abuse of teachers, or physical abuse of teachers. They 
were also asked to indicate on a Likert Scale to what degree these incidents were a 
problem: serious, moderate, minor, or no problem. Secondly, principals, or assistant 
principals were asked to indicate which of the following disciplinary actions were taken for 
each of the specified incidents of violence: expulsion, out-of-school suspension, in-school 
suspension, alternative placement, corporal punishment, behavior contracts, and/or time 
out. Third, the respondents were asked to indicate if policies, including a zero tolerance 
component which expels students for one year, existed to address the following violations: 
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violence, firearms, weapons other than firearms, alcohol, and drugs. Next, the 
respondents were asked if specified security measures, such as visitor sign in, controlled 
access to school building or grounds, metal detectors, drug sweeps, security personnel or 
police, and/or student uniforms, were utilized in their schools. The respondents then were 
asked if specified formal programs to reduce or prevent school violence, such as conflict 
resolution, peer mediation, gun safety initiatives, behavioral modification, and/or before- 
or after-school programs, were in place during the 1997-1998 school year. Finally, 
respondents were asked to provide demographic data describing the size of their student 
population (small, medium, large), number of students receiving free or reduced lunch 
(almost all, majority, some, few, or none), and what grade levels were housed in their 
schools (prekindergarten, kindergarten, first, second, third, fourth, and/or fifth). 
In order to establish validity, the surveys were critiqued by a review panel of 
experts to provide feedback on the appropriateness of the content of the survey. The 
panel was also requested to determine if any pertinent questions or responses concerning 
school violence should be added to or clarified in the questionnaire. A school 
psychologist, two elementary-level student support team chairpersons, two former 
elementary school principals (within the past two years), a central office tribunal 
chairperson, and two college-level experts comprised the panel of experts critiquing the 
questionnaire. 
A pilot study was conducted of 15 Georgia elementary school principals or 
assistant principals in charge of discipline. These individuals were requested to complete 
the survey and to write any suggestions or concerns which might impact the validity of the 
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study in the margins of the questionnaire. The pilot group was excluded from the 
population of the study. 
Procedures 
After the process of utilizing the panel of experts and conducting a pilot study 
served to ensure the validity of the instrument, the survey was amended per 
recommendations of the reviewers. A coding scheme was designated to indicate 
disciplinary actions taken and was placed within a text box to separate it from the body of 
the second question. The third question concerning the schools' policies was reworded for 
clarification before the questionnaire was finalized. 
Permission was requested from the Institutional Review Board in order to utilize 
human subjects in this research. Permission was granted (Appendix B) prior to the 
distribution of surveys to the random sample. 
Self-addressed stamped envelopes were coded in the back lower left comer using 
consecutive numbers to the sample total of 450 to allow for the identification of 
nonrespondents for a follow-up mailing. Respondents were assured that the coding of 
envelopes was done solely for the purpose of communicating with survey recipients who 
had not returned their questionnaire, and that no identifying marks would be placed on the 
surveys. 
A packet, which included a cover letter (Appendix C) explaining the study and 
ensuring confidentiality, the survey instrument, and a stamped self-addressed return 
envelope, were sent to principals within the sample with a two-week return date 
requested. The principals of the elementary school were requested to either complete the 
survey or to have it completed by the assistant principal, whomever was most 
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knowledgeable of the discipline issues in the school. Due to a 67% response rate and the 
chance that the school shooting at Columbine High School on April 20, 1999, would bias 
future responses, a follow-up mailing was not conducted. 
Analysis of Data 
The primary focus of this study was to determine to what extent incidents of 
elementary school violence exist in Georgia, and what methods of discipline principals 
were implementing to respond to these issues. Frequency distributions were used to 
determine the percentage of principals' responses to the questions on the survey, and 
percentages were also compared based on the demographic categories. 
Summary 
The population of 1161 elementary schools serving prekindergarten through fifth 
grade was identified for the 1997-1998 school year. A random sample of 450 of these 
schools was selected and their principals or appropriate designee were identified as 
participants for the study. The survey instrument was designed to identify the existence 
and extent of elementary school violence in Georgia and the policies, procedures and 
programs that had been instituted by the principals to respond to the incidents of violence. 
Content validity of the survey was established using a process of a panel of experts and a 
pilot study. 
A packet of information including a cover letter, the survey, and a stamped self- 
addressed return envelope was mailed to principals in the random sample. The sample size 
was deemed suflBcient because 301 responses were returned representing a 67% response 
rate. Results were generated from the data supplied by the respondents. 
CHAPTER IV 
REPORT OF DATA AND DATA ANALYSIS 
Introduction 
Research has indicated that elementary schools are experiencing a rise in incidents 
of school violence (Petersen, 1997; National PTA, 1993; Sauerwein, 1995). This study 
was undertaken to determine the existence of and responses to violence in Georgia 
elementary schools. 
The following research questions were investigated: 
1. What types of violence were reported in elementary schools in Georgia 
during the 1997-1998 school year, and to what extent of seriousness were 
they prevalent? 
2. What disciplinary actions were used during the 1997-1998 school year 
which responded to incidents of violence in Georgia elementary schools? 
3. Are there policies which have been implemented by elementary school 
administrators in Georgia to address incidents of violence? 
4. What kinds of security measures were in place in Georgia elementary 
schools during the 1997-1998 school year? 
5. What violence prevention programs were implemented in Georgia 
elementary schools during the 1997-1998 school year? 
6. Did responses concerning violence issues during the 1997-1998 school year 
in Georgia elementary schools differ according to selected demographic 
data provided? 
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Survey Response Rate of Sample 
The data presented in this study were collected from a random sample (N=450) 
representing a population of 1161 elementary schools in Georgia, housing any 
combination of grade levels from prekindergarten through the fifth grade. The total 
number of surveys returned was 301 for an overall response rate of 67%. 
Responses to Survey Items 
The survey used in this study was developed to investigate the existence and 
degree of elementary school violence in Georgia, as well as to determine if there were 
policies, procedures and programs in place to address incidents of violence. Responses 
were converted to frequency counts and percentages in order to interpret the data 
provided by the respondents. 
Research Question 1: What types of violence were reported in elementary schools in 
Georgia during the 1997-1998 school year and to what extent of seriousness were thev 
prevalent? 
Table I presents the responses regarding the types of violence which occurred in 
Georgia elementary schools during the 1997-1998 school term. Respondents indicated 
that the type of violence most prevalent was physical conflicts between and among 
students, with 27.6% considering it to be a serious or moderate problem in their school. 
Verbal abuse of teachers was reported as a serious or moderate problem by 15 .3% of the 
respondents. Vandalism (3.3%), students with weapons (1.0%), and physical abuse of 
teachers (1.0%) rounded out the other types of violence reported as serious or moderate. 
The sale of drugs was not considered to be a problem by 99.0% of respondents. 
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Table I 
Types/Seriousness of Violence 
Seriousness 
Types Serious Moderate Minor No Problem 
Student physical conflict 3.0% 24.6% 62.5% 10.0% 
Vandalism of school .3 3.0 44.5 52.2 
Students with weapon - 1.0 26.9 72.1 
Sale of drugs at school - - 1.0 99.0 
Verbal abuse of teachers 2.3 13.0 46.8 37.9 
Physical abuse of teachers - 1.0 15.6 83.4 
Note. N=301. Dash indicates that no data was reported. 
Research Question 2: What disciplinary procedures were used with Georgia elementary 
students exhibiting the various violent behaviors during the 1997-1998 school year? 
Tables II and III list seven disciplinary actions which were utilized by principals or 
assistant principals in charge of discipline to address selected student violations. The 
column percentages listed in these tables may add up to more than 100% because 
respondents were asked to circle all disciplinary actions which they have used as a 
consequence to address these violations. 
Table II illustrates the disciplinary actions used by principals to respond to student 
violations concerning physical conflicts among students, vandalism, and weapons 
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possession. Principals chose to address physical conflicts among students most frequently 
by assigning out-of-school suspension (62.8%) or in-school suspension (60.8%). Time 
out was utilized by more than one half (55.8%) of the responding principals, while over 
one third (38.5%) listed behavior contracts as a method of addressing problems with 
physical conflicts among students. Over one fourth (28.2%) of the respondents indicated 
that corporal punishment was a consequence they have employed to respond to students 
who had participated in physical conflicts at school. Expulsion of elementary school 
students for physical conflicts was rarely used as a disciplinary option (1.3%) with 
alternative placement being a disciplinary option listed by only 12.3% of the respondents. 
Principals reported that in-school suspension was the most commonly used 
disciplinary action associated with incidents of vandalism of school property (21.3%). 
Out-of-school suspension (17.3%) and time out (13.0%) were also implemented for 
students who vandalized school property. Very few principals (1.3%) required student 
expulsion or alternative placement for vandalism. 
Student possession of weapons on school grounds resulted in expulsion of the 
offending students at a few (4.0%) elementary schools as reported by participants. More 
principals (27.9%) responded that student weapons possession resulted in out-of-school 
suspension for the students found to be guilty of this offense. 
Table III illustrates the disciplinary actions used by principals to respond to student 
violations concerning the sale of drugs on campus, the verbal abuse of teachers, and the 
physical abuse of teachers. These disciplinary actions are the same actions listed in Table 
II. Out-of-school suspension was listed by principals as being the disciplinary action most 
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Table II 
Disciplinary Actions Associated with Selected Student Violations 
Actions 
Violations 
Physical Conflicts Vandalism Weapons 
Expulsion 1.3% 1.3% 4.0% 
Out-of-school suspension 62.8 17.3 27.9 
In-school suspension 60.8 21.3 5.6 
Alternative placement 12.3 1.3 3.3 
Corporal punishment 28.2 4.7 .7 
Behavior contracts 38.5 6.6 .3 
Time out 55.8 13.0 .7 
Note. Dash indicates no data was reported. Due to multiple responses, column totals 
may exceed 100%. 
frequently used (45.8%) with students who verbally assaulted teachers. Nearly as many 
respondents (42.2%) related that in-school suspension had been assigned to verbally 
abusive elementary students in their schools. Principals indicated that they assigned out- 
of-school suspension (21.9%) as the most frequently used disciplinary option to respond 
to students who had physically abused teachers. 
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Table III 
Disciplinary Actions Associated with Selected Student Violations 
Actions 
Violations 
Drugs Verbal Abuse Physical Abuse 
Expulsion 4.0% 1.0% 2.7% 
Out of school suspension 3.0 45.8 21.9 
In school suspension .3 42.2 8.0 
Alternative placement .7 9.0 2.3 
Corporal punishment - 17.6 4.0 
Behavior contracts - 19.6 4.0 
Time out - 29.9 6.6 
Note. Dash indicates no data was reported. Due to multiple responses, totals may exceed 
100%. 
Research Question 3: Are there policies which have been implemented by elementary 
school administrators in Georgia to address incidents of violence? 
Respondents were asked to indicate if a policy existed which addressed selected 
violations (violence, firearms, weapons other than firearms, alcohol, drugs), including a 
zero tolerance component which expels students for one year for committing any or all of 
these offenses. Table IV reflects that nearly three fourths (72.1%) of the elementary 
school principals responded that their school mandated a zero tolerance policy for firearms 
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Table IV 
Policies Addressing Student Violations 
Policies 
Violations None Not Zero Tolerance Zero Tolerance 
Violence 7.3% 56.0% 36.7% 
Firearms 2.7 25.2 72.1 
Weapons 2.7 33.6 63.8 
Alcohol 4.0 41.9 54.2 
Drugs 4.0 36.5 59.5 
Note. N=301 
possession at school and another 63.8% indicated that they had a zero tolerance policy for 
weapons other than firearms at school. An additional group of principals reported that 
zero tolerance policies existed in their schools for drugs (59.5%) and alcohol (54.2%). 
Additionally, over one third of the respondents maintained that a zero tolerance policy was 
in place in their schools for violence (36.7%). Some elementary school principals 
responding observed that policies were in place to address acts of violence, however, a 
zero tolerance component which mandates expelling students for at least one year was not 
used with respect to their young students. Many principals indicated that their elementary 
schools had policies addressing violence (56.0%) and alcohol use (41.9%). Furthermore, 
drugs (36.5%), weapons (33.6%), and firearms (25.2%) were also covered by school 
policies which did not include a zero tolerance clause. 
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Of the elementary school principals responding, Table IV shows that very few had 
no policies in their schools addressing these selected student violations. Only 2.7% of the 
respondents reported that they had no policies addressing firearms or weapons, and 4.0% 
indicated that they had no policies regarding alcohol or drugs. An additional 7.3% of the 
principals surveyed indicated no policies in place for incidents of violence. 
Research Question 4: What kinds of security measures were in place in Georgia 
elementary schools during the 1997-1998 school year? 
Respondents were asked to indicate if selected security measures had been 
implemented in their elementary schools during the 1997-1998 school year. A requirement 
Table V 
Security Measures Implemented in Elementary Schools 
Security Measures Yes No 
A requirement that visitors sign-in 98.7% 1.3% 
Controlled access to school grounds 22.9 77.1 
Controlled access to school buildings 60.1 39.9 
Metal detectors used daily 1.0 99.0 
Random metal detector checks 2.3 97.7 
One or more drug sweeps 3.7 96.3 
Police or security personnel 8.0 92.0 
A requirement for student uniforms 6.3 93.7 
Note. N=301 
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that visitors sign-in or check in at the office was mandated by almost all of the principals 
responding (98.7%) as indicated in Table V. Additionally, many principals (60.1%) 
maintained controlled access to school buildings by locking or monitoring doors, and 
nearly one fourth of the respondents (22.9%) indicated that controlled access to school 
grounds was enforced through the use of locked or monitored gates. 
However, few other security measures were in place for elementary schools 
throughout Georgia. Almost all of the principals responding stated that they did not use 
metal detectors daily (99.0%), random metal detector checks (97.7%), any drug sweeps 
(96.3%), or security personnel (92.0%) during the 1997-98 school year. Only 6.3% of the 
principals reported that student uniforms were required at their schools. 
Research Question 5: What violence prevention programs were implemented in Georgia 
elementary schools during the 1997-1998 school year? 
Table VI identified the programs intended to prevent or reduce school violence 
which were implemented in elementary schools in Georgia . The programs which were 
most frequently identified by principals as being included in their schools were 
prevention curriculum (85.7%) and behavior modification (85.0%). Conflict 
resolution/peer mediation (59.8%) and before- or after-school programs (62.8%) were 
also found in the majority of elementary schools throughout the state. Few schools 
(20.9%) reported employing programs focusing on gun safety initiatives. 
Research Question 6. Do responses concerning violence issues during the 1997-1998 
school year in Georgia elementary schools differ according to selected demographic data 
provided? 
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Table VI 
Programs Intended to Prevent or Reduce School Violence 
Programs Yes No 
Prevention curriculum (i.e. character education/social skills) 85.7% 14.3% 
Conflict resolution/Peer mediation 59.8 40.2 
Gun safety initiative 20.9 79.1 
Behavior modification 85.0 15.0 
Before- or after-school programs 62.8 37.2 
Note. N=301 
Demographic information reported for the schools focused on three areas: school 
size, students qualifying for free or reduced lunch (socioeconomic indicator), and the 
grade levels housed in the school. School size was determined by the number of students: 
small (1-499 students), medium (500-1000 students), and large (over 1000 students). The 
free or reduced lunch designations were determined by the percentage of students 
qualifying for these services: almost all (75-100%), majority (50-74%), some (25-49%), 
few (l%-24%), and none. No respondent indicated that none of its students qualified for 
free or reduced lunch, so this designation was not included in the tables. Grade level 
configuration was determined by asking respondents to circle all the grade levels between 
prekindergarten and fifth grade which were housed in their schools during the 1997-1998 
school year. These schools fell into three categories: P-2 (prekindergarten through second 
grade), 3-5 (third through fifth grade), and P-5 (prekindergarten through fifth grade.) 
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Responses to Violence Issues According to School Size 
Table VII illustrates that several of the selected violations were not considered to 
be a problem by respondents. Physical conflicts were considered to be a serious to 
moderate problem in about one fourth of the small (28.0%) and medium (29.4%) schools. 
The large schools indicated that they were not experiencing any serious or moderate 
problems with physical conflicts among students in their schools. Overwhelmingly, large 
(92 .9%) schools regarded physical conflicts to be a minor problem of violence in their 
schools. 
The problem of vandalism of school property tended to be evenly distributed that 
verbal abuse of teachers was a minor problem. One half of the respondents from large 
between no problem and a minor problem for all three school size designations. Weapons 
possession by students on campus was viewed by approximately three fourths of principals 
at all three school size designations to be no problem at their schools. The principals at 
the three school size designations were nearly unanimous in their contention that their 
schools had experienced no problems with the sale of drugs on their campuses during the 
1997-1998 school year. 
Approximately one half of the principals from small and medium schools reported 
schools indicated that their schools experienced no problems with this violation. Table 
VII also illustrates that physical abuse of teachers by students was regarded by most of the 
principals at all three school size designations as being no problem in their schools during 
the 1997-1998 school year. 
Table VIII indicates that principals of large schools used in-school suspension for 
physical conflicts among students more often than did those at small or medium schools. 
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Table VII 
Types/Seriousness of Selected Violations by School Size 
Seriousness 
Types/Size Serious Moderate Minor No Problem 
Physical conflicts 
Small 
Medium 
Large 
Vandalism 
Small 
Medium 
Large 
Weapons 
Small 
Medium 
Large 
2.0% 
3.7 
.5 
26.0% 
25.7 
2.0 
3.7 
2.0 
.5 
63.0% 
59.9 
92.9 
45.0 
43.9 
50.0 
23.0 
28.9 
28.6 
9.0% 
10.7 
7.1 
53.0 
51.9 
50.0 
75.0 
70.6 
71.4 
Drugs 
Small 
Medium 
Large 
Verbal abuse/teacher 
Small 
Medium 
Large 
Physical abuse/teacher 
Small 
Medium 
Large 
1.0 
3.2 
15.0 
11.8 
14.3 
2.0 
.5 
1.6 
51.0 
45.5 
35.7 
14.0 
16.0 
21.4 
100.0 
98.4 
100.0 
33.0 
39.6 
50.0 
84.0 
83.4 
78.6 
Note. Small (N= 100) Medium (N= 187) Large (N= 14) 
Dash indicates that no data was reported. 
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However, respondents at small and medium schools used out-of-school suspension more 
frequently for physical conflicts than did principals of large schools. Respondents from 
large schools (42.9%) reported using in-school suspension for vandalism more often than 
did principals of small or medium schools. Disciplinary actions used to address weapons 
possession by students were similar at all three designations. 
Table VIII 
Disciplinary Actions Associated with Selected Student Violations by School Size 
Violations 
Actions Physical Conflicts Vandalism Weapons 
Expulsion 
Small 
Medium 2.0% 1.0% 3.0° 
Large 1.1 1.6 4.8 
Out-of-school suspension 
Small 62.0 18.0 27.0 
Medium 64.2 17.1 28.3 
Large 50.0 14.3 28.6 
In-school suspension 
Small 51.0 13.0 3.0 
Medium 63.1 24.1 7.0 
Large 100.0 42.9 7.1 
Alternative placement 
Small 11.0 4.0 
Medium 13.4 2.1 2.7 
Large 7.1 - 7.1 
Corporal punishment 
Small 26.0 4.0 
Medium 31.0 5.3 1.1 
Large 7.1 - - 
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Table VIII (Continued) 
Disciplinary Actions Associated with Selected Student Violations by School Size 
Violations 
Actions Physical Conflicts Vandalism Weapons 
Behavior contracts 
Small 30.0% 6.0% 1.0% 
Medium 41.7 7.0 - 
Large 57.1 7.1 
Time out 
Small 53.0 15.0 I 0 
Medium 57.8 11.8 .5 
Large 50.0 14.3 — 
Note. Small (N= 100) Medium (N= 18 7) Large (N= 14) 
Dash indicates that no data was reported. 
Table IX indicates that principals from small and large schools used out-of-school 
suspension to address verbal abuse of teachers a little more often than did those of 
medium schools. Respondents from large schools (50%) reported using in-school 
suspension for this offense more often than did principals of small and medium schools. 
Principals from large schools indicated using in-school suspension for physical 
abuse of teachers (21.4%) much more frequently than did those at small (8%) and medium 
(7%) schools. Also, principals at large schools reported using corporal punishment for 
physical abuse of teachers (14.3%) more frequently than did those at small (3%) and 
medium (3.7%) schools. 
Table X indicates that the majority of all principals had policies addressing violence 
violations by students, but they did not include the zero tolerance requirement. 
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Table IX 
Disciplinary Actions Associated with Selected Student Violations by School Size 
Violations 
Actions Drugs Verbal Abuse Physical Abuse 
Expulsion 
Small - 1.0% 2.0% 
Medium 3.0% 1.1 3.2 
Large - - 
Out-of-school suspension 
Small 3.0 53.0 18.0 
Medium 3.2 41.7 24.1 
Large - 50.0 21.4 
In-school suspension 
Small - 40.0 8.0 
Medium .5 42.8 7.0 
Large - 50.0 21.4 
Alternative placement 
S all 1.0 10.0 3.0 
Medium .5 8.6 2.1 
Large - 7.1 - 
Corporal punishment 
S all - 17.0 3.0 
Medium - 18.2 3.7 
Large - 14.3 14.3 
Behavior contract 
Small - 17.0 4.0 
Medium - 20.3 3.7 
Large - 28.6 7.1 
Time out 
Small - 26.0% 5.0% 
Medium - 32.1 7.5 
Large - 28.6 7.1 
Note. Small (N=100) Medium (N=187) Large (N=14) 
Dash indicates that no data was reported. 
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More small elementary school principals responded that their schools had a zero tolerance 
policy for violence (44.0%) than did the principals of medium (33.3%) or large (28.6%) 
schools. 
Zero tolerance policies for firearms possession by students were reported to be in 
place in 80.0% of small schools, with about two thirds of principals at medium and large 
schools also reporting zero tolerance policies for firearms. Principals at large schools 
(35.7%) related that policies were in place to respond to firearms possession by its 
elementary students, but a zero tolerance clause was not mandated. Similarly, non zero 
tolerance policies for firearms were in place at 27.8% of medium schools and 19.0% of 
small schools. 
Over three fourths (76.0%) of small school administrators (Table X) reported 
mandating a zero tolerance policy for student possession of weapons on school grounds, 
compared to principals at 64.3% of large schools and 57.2% of medium schools making 
similar responses. Principals at approximately 30% of all size schools responded that they 
did have a policy governing the possession of weapons on campus, but a zero tolerance 
expulsion was not required for its violators. 
Principals of small schools indicated having zero tolerance policies for student 
alcohol use on campus (66.0%) and about one half of the principals at large and medium 
schools indicated that they had similar policies in place for use of alcohol. 
Almost three fourths (73.0%) of small school administrators responding indicated 
having a zero tolerance policy in place to respond to the sale of drugs on campus. Also, 
almost one half of principals of medium (52.9%) and large (50%) schools reported 
having a zero tolerance policy for drug sales by students. 
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Table X 
Policies Addressing Student Violations by School Size 
Policies 
Violations None Not Zero Tolerance Zero Tolerance 
Violence 
Small 5.0% 51.0% 44.0% 
Medium 8.6 58.1 33.3 
Large 7.1 64.3 28.6 
Firearms 
SmaU 1.0 19.0 80.0 
Medium 3.7 27.8 68.4 
Large - 35.7 64.3 
Weapons 
Small 1.0 23.0 76.0 
Medium 3.7 39.0 57.2 
Large - 35.7 64.3 
Alcohol 
Small 3.0 31.0 66.0 
Medium 4.8 47.1 48.1 
Large - 50.0 50.0 
Drugs 
Small 2.0 25.0 73.0 
Medium 5.3 41.7 52.9 
Large - 50.0 50.0 
Note. Small (N=l00) Medium (N=l87) Large (N=14) 
Dash indicates that no data was reported. 
Table XI displays the responses of administrators in each of the three school size 
designations as they pertain to security measures implemented during the 1997-1998 
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school year. One half of large school administrators noted that they maintained a 
controlled access to school grounds by locking or monitoring gates, while fewer principals 
at both the small (26%) and medium (19.3%) schools responded that they followed this 
procedure. Only 14.3% of principals at large schools indicated that the maintained 
controlled access to school buildings by locking doors, although 36.4% of administrators 
Table XI 
Security Measures Implemented by School Size 
Security Measures Yes No 
A requirement that visitors sign-in 
Small 98.0% 2.0% 
Medium 98.9 1.1 
Large 100.0 - 
Controlled access to school grounds 
Small 26.0 74.0 
Medium 19.3 80.7 
Large 50.0 50.0 
Controlled access to school buildings 
Small 50.0 50.0 
Medium 63.6 36.4 
Large 87.5 14.3 
Metal detectors used daily 
Small 1.0 99.0 
Medium .5 99.5 
Large 7.1 92.9 
Random metal detector checks 
Small 2.0 98.0 
Medium 1.6 98.4 
Large 14.3 85.7 
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Table XI (Continued) 
Security Measures Implemented by School Size 
Security Measures Yes No 
One or more drug sweeps 
Small 4.0% 96.0% 
Medium 2.1 97.9 
Large 21.4 78.6 
Police or security personnel 
Small 6.0 94.0 
Medium 7.5 92.5 
Large 28.6 71.4 
A requirement for student uniforms 
Small 5.0 95.0 
Medium 7.0 93.0 
Large 7.1 92.9 
Note. Small (N=100) Medium (N=187) Large (N=14) 
Dash indicates that no data was reported. 
at medium schools and 50% at small schools responded that they secured doorways 
during the school day. Results indicate that large schools tend to implement more security 
measures, such as daily or random metal detector checks, drug sweeps, and the use of 
police or security personnel. Small and medium schools have not begun implementing 
these security measures as frequently as the larger schools. 
Table XII illustrates the responses of principals in each school size 
category to the types of programs intended to prevent or reduce violence in their schools. 
Principals of large schools (71.4%) responded that they had implemented conflict 
resolution/peer mediation programs and sponsored before- or after-school 
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Table XII 
Programs Intended to Prevent or Reduce Violence by School Size 
Programs Yes No 
Prevention curriculum (i.e. character education/social skills) 
S ll 86.0% 14.0% 
Medium 86.1 13.9 
Large 78.6 21.4 
Conflict resolution/Peer mediation 
Small 
Medium 
Large 
63.0 
57.2 
71.4 
37.0 
42.8 
28.6 
Gun safety initiative 
Small 
Medium 
Large 
24.0% 
19.8 
14.3 
76.0% 
80.2 
85.7 
Behavior modification 
Small 
Medium 
Large 
86.0 
84.5 
85.7 
14.0 
15.5 
14.3 
Before- or after-school programs 
Small 
Medium 
Large 
62.0 
62.6 
71.4 
38.0 
37.4 
28.6 
Note. Small (N= 100) Medium (N=187) Large (N=14) 
programs more often for their students than did small and medium school principals. Over 
three fourths of the schools, regardless of school size, did not have gun safety initiatives as 
part of their violence prevention program. 
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Responses to Violence Issues According to Students Receiving Free or Reduced Lunch 
The responses to violence issues according to the demographic information 
concerning free or reduced lunch data was also studied. This information was directly 
associated with the socioeconomic levels of the students qualifying for these programs. 
Table XIII presents the responses concerning the types and seriousness of selected 
violations according to percent of students receiving free or reduced lunch. Thirty-eight 
percent of schools with almost all and 28% with a majority of free or reduced lunch 
populations considered physical conflicts a serious to moderate problem. A moderate 
degree of problems with physical conflicts among students was experienced at 22.7% of 
schools with some and at 15 .6% of schools with few free or reduced lunch recipients. 
Vandalism was experienced to a higher degree of serious to moderate problems by 
administrators at schools with almost all (4.2%) and majority (6.9%) free and reduced 
lunch populations. Fifty percent of principals of schools with few free or reduced lunch 
recipients considered vandalism to be a minor problem, while 39.2% of principals of 
schools with some free or reduced lunch students also reported experiencing minor 
problems with vandalism. 
Verbal abuse of teachers by students was viewed as a serious to moderate problem 
by respondents from 23.9% of schools with almost all free or reduced lunch students and 
with 17.9% of schools with the majority of its students receiving free or reduced lunch. 
Only 10.3 % of principals at schools having some free or reduced lunch recipients and 
3.1% of principals of schools with few free or reduced lunch students reported moderate 
problems with verbal abuse of teachers. Physical abuse of teachers was not seen as a 
problem by most principals with majority, some or few free or reduced lunch students. 
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Table XIII 
Types/Seriousness of Selected Violations by Free or Reduced Lunch Count 
Seriousness 
Types/Free or Reduced Serious Moderate Minor No Problem 
Physical conflicts 
Almost all 
Majority 
Some 
Few 
4.2% 
4.0 
2.1 
33.8% 
24.8 
20.6 
15.6 
54.9% 
64.4 
64.9 
65.6 
7.0% 
6.9 
12.4 
18.8 
Vandalism 
Almost all 
Majority 
Some 
Few 
1.4 2.8 
6.9 
53.5 
41.6 
39.2 
50.0 
42.3 
51.5 
60.8 
50.0 
Weapon 
Almost all 
Majority 
Some 
Few 
Drugs 
Almost all 
Majority 
Some 
Few 
1.4 
2.0 
31.0 
28.7 
23.7 
21.9 
2.0 
1.0 
67.6 
69.3 
76.3 
78.1 
100.0 
98.0 
99.0 
100.0 
Verbal abuse/teachers 
Almost all 
Majority 
Some 
Few 
4.2 
4.0 
19.7 
13.9 
10.3 
3.1 
47.9 
48.5 
44.3 
46.9 
28.2 
33.7 
45.4 
50.0 
Physical abuse teachers 
Almost all 
Majority 
Some 
Few 
2.8 
1.0 
21.1 
15.8 
13.4 
9.4 
76.1 
83.2 
86.6 
90.6 
Note. Almost All 01=711 Majority (N=l01) Some 0^=97) Few (N=32) 
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However, 21.1% of principals at schools with almost all free or reduced lunch students 
indicated that this was a minor problem at their school. 
Table XIV shows that principals at schools with almost all free or reduced lunch 
students used out-of-school suspension more often for physical conflicts among students 
than did principals at schools with majority, few, or some. Respondents from schools with 
few free or reduced lunch students indicated using in-school suspension (81.3%) and 
behavior contracts (50%) more frequently than did those with greater free or reduced 
populations in addressing this violation. Corporal punishment was more frequently used 
by principals in majority and almost all free or reduced lunch schools than by principals at 
some or few. 
Principals addressed vandalism of school property by using out-of-school 
suspension more often at schools with almost all free or reduced lunch students (32.4%) 
than did those at the other free or reduced lunch configurations. Thirty-two percent of 
principals of schools with almost all and 30.7% with majority free or reduced lunch 
populations reported using out-of-school suspension most often for weapons, while 25.8% 
of principals at schools with some and 15 .6% of those with few free or reduced lunch 
populations reported using this option less frequently. Principals (9.4%) with few free or 
reduced students used in-school suspension more often than other principals did. 
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Table XIV 
Disciplinary Actions Associated with Selected Student Violations bv Free or Reduced 
Lunch Count 
Violations 
Actions Physical Conflicts Vandalism Weapons 
Expulsion 
Almost all - 1.4% 4.2% 
Majority 3.0% - 4.0 
Some 1.0 2.1 4.1 
Few - 3.1 3.1 
Out-of-school suspension 
Almost all 70.4 32.4 32.4 
Majority 63.4 12.9 30.7 
Some 57.7 15.5 25.8 
Few 59.4 3.1 15.6 
In-school suspension 
Almost all 60.6 26.8 7.0 
Majority 53.5 16.8 2.0 
Some 61.9 19.6 7.2 
Few 81.3 28.1 9.4 
Alternative placement 
Almost all 15.5 1.4 2.8 
Majority 14.9 1.0 4.0 
Some 9.3 2.1 4.1 
Few 6.3 - - 
Corporal punishment 
Almost all 35.2 5.6 2.8 
Majority 39.6 5.9 - 
Some 17.5 2.1 - 
Few 9.4 6.3 - 
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Table XIV (Continued) 
Disciplinary Actions Associated with Selected Student Violations by Free or Reduced 
Lunch Count 
Violations 
Actions Physical Conflicts Vandalism Weapons 
Behavior contract 
Almost all 29.6% 5.6% - 
Majority 38.6 5.9 1.0% 
Some 41.2 8.2 - 
Few 50.0 6.3 
Time out 
Almost all 42.3 9.9 1 4 
Majority 58.4 12.9 1.0 
Some 59.8 14.4 - 
Few 65.6 15.6 — 
Note. Almost All fN=711 Maioritv fN=101! Some fN=97) 
Dash indicated that no data was reported. 
Few (N=32) 
In a continuation of disciplinary actions associated with selected student violations 
as pertaining to free or reduced lunch recipients, the violations of drugs, verbal abuse of 
teachers, and physical abuse of teachers are presented in Table XV. In reporting the 
disciplinary actions associated with students who have verbally abused teachers, principals 
at schools with almost all free or reduced lunch populations reported using the following 
disciplinary actions more frequently than did their counterparts with lower free or reduced 
lunch populations: out-of-school suspension, in-school suspension, alternative placement, 
corporal punishment, and behavior contracts. The principals at schools with almost all 
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Table XV 
Disciplinary Actions Associated with Selected Student Violations by Free or Reduced 
Lunch Count 
Violations 
Actions Drugs Verbal Abuse Physical Abuse 
Expulsion 
Almost all 8.5% 1.4% 4.2% 
Majority 3.0 - 3.0 
Some 3.1 1.0 2.1 
Few - 3.1 - 
Out-of-school suspension 
Almost all 5.6 62.0 35.2 
Majority 3.0 47.5 22.8 
Some 2.1 36.1 14.4 
Few - 34.4 12.5 
In-school suspension 
Almost all - 56.3 12.7 
Majority - 37.6 5.0 
Some 1.0 33.0 9.3 
Few - 53.1 3.1 
Alternative placement 
Almost all 1.4 11.3 1.4 
Majority - 10.9 4.0 
Some 1.0 7.2 2.1 
Few - 3.1 - 
Corporal punishment 
Almost all - 28.2 8.5 
Majority - 23.8 3.0 
Some - 8.2 3.1 
Few - 3.1 - 
94 
Table XV (Continued) 
Disciplinary Actions Associated with Selected Student Violations by Free or Reduced 
Lunch Count 
Violations 
Actions Drugs Verbal Abuse Physical Abuse 
Behavior contract 
Almost all - 23.9% 7.0% 
Majority - 18.8 2.0 
Some 17.5 
Few 18.8 - 
Tune out 
Almost all - 31.0 9.9 
Majority - 33.7 5.0 
Some - 26.8 8.2 
Few - 25.0 — 
Note. Almost All (N=71) Majority (N^lOl) Some (N-97) Few (N=32) 
Dash indicated that no data was reported. 
free or reduced lunch recipients indicated that they addressed physical abuse of teachers 
more frequently with the following disciplinary actions than did the principals of the lower 
free or reduced categories: out-of-school suspension, in-school suspension, corporal 
punishment, and behavior contracts. 
Table XVI depicts the policies in place in schools by percentage of free or reduced 
lunch students. Zero tolerance policies were mandated to address firearms, weapons, 
alcohol, and drugs by over one half of the principals responding from each free or reduced 
lunch program schools, a higher percentage of zero tolerance policies addressing firearms 
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Table XVI 
Policies Addressing Student Violations by Free or Reduced Lunch Count 
Policies 
Violations None Not Zero Tolerance Zero Tolerance 
Violence 
Almost all 7.0% 53.5% 39.4% 
Majority 11.9 57.4 30.7 
Some 5.2 52.6 42.3 
Few - 67.7 32.3 
Firearms 
Almost all 2.8 25.4 71.8 
Majority 4.0 27.7 68.3 
Some 2.1 25.8 72.2 
Few - 15.6 84.4 
Weapons 
Almost all 2.8 31.0 66.2 
Majority 4.0 34.7 61.4 
Some 2.1 36.1 61.9 
Few - 28.1 71.9 
Alcohol 
Almost all 4.2 35.2 60.6 
Majority 5.0 42.6 52.5 
Some 3.1 44.3 52.6 
Few 3.1 46.9 50.0 
Drugs 
Almost all 5.6 26.8 67.6 
Majority 4.0 38.6 57.4 
Some 3.1 40.2 56.7 
Few 3.1 40.6 56.3 
Note. Almost All 0^=71) Majority (N=101) Some(N=97) Few (N=32) 
Dash indicated that no data was reported. 
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(84.4%) and weapons (71.9%) than did the principals of other designations. Respondents 
from schools with almost all students qualifying for free or reduced lunch had zero 
tolerance policies in place (67.6%). 
Table XVTI indicates the security measure implemented by the principals of 
schools according to free or reduced lunch students in Georgia elementary schools during 
the 1997-1998 school year. Principals of schools with few free or reduced lunch 
recipients reported having implemented more security measures for controlled access to 
school grounds (28.1%), controlled access to school buildings (75%), metal detector 
checks randomly or daily (6.3%), drug sweeps (9.4%), and employing police or security 
personnel (21.9%) than did principals with greater free or reduced lunch populations. 
Principals of schools with almost all of their students qualifying for free or reduced lunch 
Table XVII 
Security Measures Implemented by Free or Reduced Lunch Count 
Security Measures Yes No 
A requirement that visitors sign-in 
Almost all 
Majority 
Some 
Few 
97.2% 
98.0 
100.0 
100.0 
2.8% 
2.0 
Controlled access to school grounds 
Almost all 
Majority 
Some 
Few 
21.1 
25.7 
19.6 
28.1 
78.9 
74.3 
80.4 
71.9 
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Table XVII (Continued) 
Security Measures Implemented by Free or Reduced Lunch Count 
Security Measures Yes No 
Controlled access to school buildings 
Almost l 63.4% 36.6% 
Majority 50.5 49.5 
Some 62.9 37.1 
Few 75.0 25.0 
Metal detectors used daily 
Almost all - 100.0 
Majority 1.0 99.0 
Some - 100.0 
Few 6.3 93.8 
Random metal detector checks 
Almost ll 4.2 95.8 
Majority 2.0 98.0 
Some - 100.0 
Few 6.3 93.8 
One or more drug sweeps 
Almost all 1.4 98.6 
Majority 4.0 96.0 
Some 3.1 96.9 
Few 9.4 90.6 
Police or security personnel 
Almost all 7.0 93 .0 
Majority 5.0 95.0 
Some 7.2 92.8 
Few 21.9 78.1 
A requirement for student uniforms 
Almost all 12.7 87.3 
Majority 4.0 96.0 
Some 4.1 95.9 
Few 6.3 93.8 
Note. Almost All (N=71) Majority (N=l01) Some(N=97) Few(N=32) 
Dash indicated that no data was reported. 
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indicated having the most schools requiring student uniforms (12.7%) with relatively few 
of the other categories of schools reporting that students were required to wear uniforms. 
Table XVIII shows responses from principals according to their free or reduced 
lunch population as it pertains to programs intended to prevent or reduce school violence. 
Table XVIII 
Programs Intended to Prevent or Reduce Violence by Free or Reduced Lunch Count 
Programs Yes No 
Prevention curriculum (i.e. character education/social skills) 
Almost all 84.5% 15.5% 
Majority 85.1 14.9 
Some 84.5 15.5 
Few 93.8 6.3 
Conflict resolution/Peer mediation 
Almost all 60.6 39.4 
Majority 52.5 47.5 
Some 67.0 33.0 
Few 59.4 40.6 
Gun safety initiative 
Almost ll 25.4 74.6 
Majority 15.8 84.2 
Some 23.7 76.3 
Few 18.8 81.3 
Behavior modification 
Almost ll 88.7 11.3 
Majority 85.1 14.9 
Some 82.5 17.5 
Few 84.4 15.6 
Before- or after-school programs 
Almost ll 62.0 38.0 
Majority 54.5 45.5 
Some 68.0 32.0 
Few 75.0 25.0 
Note. Almost All (N=71) Majority (N=l01) Some (N=97) Few (N=32) 
Dash indicated that no data was reported. 
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Principals at schools with few students qualifying for free or reduced lunch stated that they 
had implemented prevention curriculum (93 .8%) and before- or after-school programs 
(75%) more often than principals with some free or reduced lunch populations (68%), 
almost all (62%), or majority (54.5%) free or reduced lunch students. Table XVIII 
illustrates the principals' responses concerning programs in their schools which were 
intended to prevent or reduce school violence according to the schools' free or reduced 
lunch populations. Respondents from schools with some free or reduced lunch recipients 
reported having more conflict resolution/peer mediation programs in place (67%) than did 
principals in almost all, few, or majority free or reduced lunch populations. Principals 
from schools with almost all and some students qualifying for free or reduced lunch had 
more gun safety initiatives in their schools than did principals with few (18.8%) or 
majority (15.8%) populations. 
Responses to Violence Issues According to Grade Level Configurations 
The responses to violence issues according to the demographic information 
concerning grade level configuration were also explored. Table XIX presents responses of 
principals to the types of violence occurring in the different grade level schools and their 
degree of seriousness. Physical abuse of teachers was much more prevalent at P-2 schools 
than at the 3-5 or P-5 schools. Principals at P-2 schools considered physical abuse of 
teachers to be a moderate to minor problem at 42.5% of their schools, while fewer of their 
counterparts at P-5 schools considered it to be a moderate to minor problem (14.6%). 
Only 5.6% of principals at 3-5 schools considered it to be a minor problem occurring in 
their schools. 
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Table XIX 
Types/Seriousness of Selected Violations by School's Grade Level Configuration 
Seriousness 
Types/Grade Level Serious Moderate Minor No Problem 
Physical conflicts 
P-2 
3-5 
P-5 
3.0% 
3.4 
18.2% 
44.4 
22.4 
66.7% 
50.0 
63.8 
12.1% 
5.6 
10.3 
Vandalism 
P-2 
3-5 
P-5 .4 
2.8 
3.4 
42.4 
47.2 
44.4 
57.6 
50.0 
51.7 
Weapons 
P-2 
3-5 
P-5 
Drugs 
P-2 
3-5 
P-5 
1.3 
33.3 
36.1 
24.6 
3.0 
66.7 
63.9 
74.1 
97.0 
100.0 
99.1 
Verbal abuse/teachers 
P-2 
3-5 
P-5 
2.8 
2.6 
15.2 
16.7 
12.1 
42.4 
55.6 
46.1 
42.4 
25.0 
39.2 
Physical abuse/teachers 
P-2 
3-5 
P-5 
6.1 
.4 
36.4 
5.6 
14.2 
57.6 
94.4 
85.3 
Note. P-2 (N=33) 3-5 (N=36) 
Dash indicates that no data was reported. 
P-5 (N=232) 
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Table XX illustrates the responses of principals concerning disciplinary actions 
associated with selected student violations by grade level configuration. Principals of P-5 
schools most often assigned out-of-school suspension (66.4%) for physical conflicts. 
Principals at 3-5 schools also used out-of-school suspension frequently (61.1%), however, 
principals at P-2 schools did not choose out-of-school suspension (39.4%) as often. 
Respondents from P-5 schools stated that they had assigned in-school suspension more 
often (64.2%) for physical conflicts than did the principals at 3-5 (55.6%) or P-2 (42.4%) 
schools. Principals at P-2 schools reported using corporal punishment (39.4%), behavior 
contracts (51.5%), and time out (72.7%) more frequently than did their counterparts at 
the 3-5 or P-5 schools. 
Principals of 3-5 schools chose to assign out-of-school suspension for students 
who had vandalized school property more frequently (22.2%) than did principals at either 
the P-5 (17.7%) or P-2 (9.1%) schools . In-school suspension was assigned at a similar 
rate by principals of P-5 (23.3%) and 3-5 (22.2%) schools, but only 6.1% of P-2 
principals opted to use this punishment for their young students. Principals at the P-2 
grade level tended use corporal punishment (9.1%), behavior contracts (12.1%), and time 
out (21.2) more frequently to address students who vandalized school property than did 
the principals at the P-5 or 3-5 schools. 
At schools in which weapons possession was a problem, principals at the 3-5 grade 
configuration mandated out-of-school suspension (44.4%) more frequently than did their 
peers at the P-2 (27.3%) or P-5 (25.4%) grades. Principals at P-2 schools chose to assign 
in-school suspension at a slightly higher rate (6.1%) than did the principals at 3-5 (5.6%) 
or P-5 (5.6%). 
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Table XX 
Disciplinary Actions Associated with Selected Student Violations by Grade Levels 
Violations 
Actions Physical Conflicts Vandalism Weapons 
Expulsion 
P-2 
3-5 
P-5 1.7% 
3.0% 
1.3 5.2% 
Out-of-school suspension 
P-2 
3-5 
P-5 
39.4 
61.1 
66.4 
9.1 
22.2 
17.7 
27.3 
44.4 
25.4 
In-school suspension 
P-2 
3-5 
P-5 
42.4 
55.6 
64.2 
6.1 
22.2 
23.3 
6.1 
5.6 
5.6 
Alternative placement 
P-2 
3-5 
P-5 
3.0 
11.1 
13.8 1.7 
3.0 
5.6 
3.0 
Corpora] punishment 
P-2 
3-5 
P-5 
39.4 
36.1 
25.4 
9.1 
8.3 
3.4 .9 
Behavior contracts 
P-2 
3-5 
P-5 
Time out 
P-2 
3-5 
P-5 
51.5 
30.6 
37.9 
72.7% 
55.6 
53.4 
12.1 
3.8 
6.5 
21.2% 
11.1 
12.1 
2.8 
2.8% 
.4 
Note. P-2 (N=33) 3-5 (N=36) 
Dash indicates that no data was reported. 
P-5 (N=232) 
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Table XXI depicts the actions of principals at all grade level configurations of 
schools to address drug sales on campus, verbal abuse of teachers, and physical abuse of 
teachers. Approximately one half of the principals at 3-5 (50%) and P-5 (48 .3%) schools 
chose out-of-school suspension to address verbal abuse of teachers as compared to 33.3% 
of principals at P-2 schools. Higher rates of mandating in-school suspension for this 
offense were reported by principals of 3-5 (44.4%) and P-5 (43.1%) schools than were 
reported by K-2 (3%) principals (Table XXI). This trend continued in the increased rate 
of frequency in requiring alternative placement that was required by principals at the 3-5 
(8.3%) and P-5 (9.9%) schools for students verbally abusing teachers, while fewer P-2 
(3.0%) principals opted to use this consequence. Principals at 3-5 schools used corporal 
punishment more often (30.6%) for verbally abusing teachers than P-2 principals (18.2%) 
or P-5 (15.5?/o) principals. Respondents from the P-2 schools indicated that they used 
behavior contracts (27.3%) and time out (51.5%) more frequently than did their 
counterparts at the P-5 and 3-5 schools. 
Table XXI also illustrates that principals at P-2 schools more frequently (24.2%) 
used out-of-school suspension with students who physically abused teachers than did the 
principals at P-5 (22%) and 3-5 (19.4%) schools. The P-2 principals more often used in- 
school suspension (21.2%), corporal punishment (9.1%), behavior contracts (18.2%), and 
time out (27.3%) than did principals at the P-5 and 3-5 schools. 
Policies addressing student violations by grade level configuration in Table XXII 
indicated that over half of the schools in each grade level configuration indicated that they 
had a policy to address violence in their schools, but that the policy did not contain a zero 
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Table XXI 
Disciplinary Actions Associated with Selected Student Violations by Grade Levels 
Violations 
Actions Drugs Verbal Abuse Physical Abuse 
Expulsion 
P-2 3.0% 
3-5 5.6 2.8% 2.8% 
P-  3.9 .9 3.0 
Out-of-school suspension 
P-2 - 24.2 24.2 
3-5 5.6 50.0 19.4 
P-  3.0 48.3 22.0 
In-school suspension 
P-2 - 33.3 21.2 
3-5 - 44.4 2.8 
P-  .4 43.1 6.9 
Alternative placement 
P-2 - 3.0 
3-5 - 8.3 2.8 
P-  .9 9.9 2.6 
Corporal punishment 
P-2 - 18.2 9.1 
3-5 - 30.6 5.6 
P-  - 15.5 3.0 
Behavior contract 
P-2 - 27.3% 18.2% 
3-5 - 13.9 
P-5 - 19.4 2.6 
Time out 
P-2 - 51.5 27.3 
3-5 - 30.6 2.8 
P-5 - 26.7 4.3 
Note. P-2 (N=33) 3-5 (N=36) 
Dash indicates that no data was reported. 
P-5 (N=232) 
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tolerance clause. However, three fourths of the P-5 principals responding stated that their 
schools mandated a zero tolerance for firearms, while a slightly lower number of the 3-5 
principals (63.9%) and the P-2 principals (60.6%) reported similar policies. The principals 
at 65.5% of P-5 schools reported zero tolerance policies in place for weapons with the 3-5 
(58.3%) and P-2 principals (57.6%) indicating similar policies in their schools. The P-5 
principals more frequently reported zero tolerance policies for alcohol (55.6%) and drug 
sales on campus (62.1%) than did the principals responding at the 3-5 and P-2 schools. 
Table XXII 
Policies Addressing Student Violations by Grade Level Configuration 
Policies 
Violations None Not Zero Tolerance Zero Tolerance 
Violence 
P-2 9.1% 57.6% 33.3% 
3-5 2.8 61.1 36.1 
P-5 7.8 55.0 37.2 
Firearms 
P-2 6.1 33.3 60.6 
3-5 - 36.1 63.9 
P-5 2.6 22.4 75.0 
Weapons 
P-2 6.1 36.4 57.6 
3-5 - 41.7 58.3 
P-5 2.6 31.9 65.5 
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Table XXII (Continued) 
Policies Addressing Student Violations by Grade Level Configuration 
Policies 
Violations None Not Zero Tolerance Zero Tolerance 
Alcohol 
P-2 9.1 45.5 45.5 
3-5 - 47.2 52.8 
P-5 3.9 40.5 55.6 
Drugs 
P-2 9.1 42.4 48.5 
3-5 - 47.2 52.8 
P-5 3.9 34.1 62.1 
Note. P-2 (N=33) 3-5 (N=36) P-5 (N=232) 
Dash indicates that no data was reported. 
Table XXIII presents the responses of principals concerning security measures 
implemented by grade level configuration. Controlled access to school grounds was used 
more frequently by principals at the P-5 schools (24.6%) than at either the 3-5 (19.4%) or 
P-2 schools (15.2%). Principals at a few P-2 (3%) and P-5 (2.6%) schools reported 
using random metal detector check, but no 3-5 principals reported employing this safety 
measure at their schools. Principals at 3-5 schools conducted drug sweeps (8.3%) at a 
higher rate than did those at P-5 schools (3 .4%), while the P-2 principals did not use drug 
sweeps in their schools. Police or security personnel were employed at more P-5 schools 
(9.5%) than at the 3-5 schools (5.6%) or at the P-2 schools which reported they did not 
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Table XXIII 
Security Measures Implemented by Grade Level Configuration 
Security Measures Yes No 
A requirement that visitors sign-in 
P 2 100.0% 
3-5 97.2 2.8% 
-5 98.7 1.3 
Controlled access to school grounds 
P-2 15.2 84.8 
3-5 19.4 80.6 
-5 24.6 75.4 
Controlled access to school buildings 
P-2 60.6 39.4 
3-5 58.3 41.7 
-5 60.3 39.7 
Metal detectors used daily 
P-2 - 100.0 
3-5 - 100.  
-5 1.3 98.7 
Random metal detector checks 
P-2 3.0 97.0 
3-5 - 100.0 
-5 2.6 97.4 
One or more drug sweeps 
P-2 - 100.0% 
3-5 8.3% 91.7 
-5 3.4 96.6 
Police or security personnel 
P-2 - 100.0 
3-5 5.6 94.4 
-5 9.5 90.5 
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Table XXIII (Continued) 
Security Measures Implemented by Grade Level Configuration 
Security Measures Yes No 
A requirement for student uniforms 
P-2 100.0 
3-5 100.0 
P-5 8 2 91.8 
Note. P-2 (N=33) 3-5 (N=36) P-5 (N=232) 
Dash indicates that no data was reported. 
have any police in their schools. Principals at neither the P-2 or 3-5 schools responded 
that school uniforms were a requirement, but 8.2% of the P-5 schools indicated that they 
did require school uniforms. 
Table XXIV depicts the responses from principals of schools from different grade 
level configurations as it pertains to programs intended to prevent or reduce school 
violence. A greater number of principals of P-5 schools (62.1%) indicated that conflict 
resolution/peer mediation training was in place in their schools, while 57.6% of P-2 and 
47.2% of 3-5 principals responded in a similar manner. 
Gun safety initiatives were reported at a similar rate by principals of P-5 (22.8%) 
and 3-5 (19.4%) schools. However, only 9.1% of P-2 principals indicated that these 
programs were implemented in their schools. Behavior modification training was in place 
in almost all of the P-2 schools (90.9%) according to the responses of their principals, and 
these programs were also implemented by many of the P-5 (85.8%) and 3-5 (75.0%) 
schools. Before- or after-school programs were well represented at each grade level 
configuration with 65.1% of P-5 principals reporting these projects on campus; principals 
of P-2 (57.6%) and 3-5 (52.8%) schools also reported providing this service at their 
schools. 
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Table XXIV 
Programs Intended to Prevent or Reduce Violence by Grade Level Configuration 
Programs Yes No 
Prevention curriculum (i.e. character education/social skills) 
P-2 81.8% 18.2% 
3-5 83.3 16.7 
-5 86.6 13.4 
Conflict resolution/Peer mediation 
P-2 57.6 42.4 
3-5 47.2 52.8 
-5 62.1 37.9 
Gun safety initiative 
P-2 9.1 90.9 
3-5 19.4 80.6 
-5 22.8 77.2 
Behavior modification 
P-2 90.9 9.1 
3-5 75.0 25.0 
- 85.8 14.2 
Before- or after-school programs 
P-2 57.6 42.4 
3-5 52.8 47.2 
-5 65.1 34.9 
Note. P-2 (N=33) 3-5 (N=36) P-5 (N=232) 
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Summary 
The types of violence which were considered by principals to be the most serious 
in their schools were physical conflicts among students, verbal abuse of teachers, and 
vandalism. Drug sales on campus were not considered to be a problem. 
The disciplinary actions used most often to address violent acts were out-of-school 
suspension, in-school suspension, and time out. Expulsion and alternative placement were 
the least used in Georgia elementary schools. 
Most principals responded that their schools had zero tolerance policies to address 
students in possession of firearms, weapons, alcohol, or drugs. The majority of schools 
did have policies to address violence, but these policies did not include the zero tolerance 
expulsion clause. 
The most frequently used security measures were a requirement that visitors sign- 
in at the office and a controlled access to school buildings and grounds. Metal detectors 
used randomly or daily, drug sweeps, police or security personnel, and a requirement for 
students to wear uniforms were rarely utilized. 
The majority of schools had implemented a prevention curriculum which contained 
character education and social skills components, behavior modification, before- or after- 
school programs, and conflict resolution/peer mediation. Few schools had promoted any 
gun safety initiatives. 
In looking at the responses to violence issues according to school size, differences 
among the schools were noted. Small and medium size schools had experienced a serious 
to moderate problem with physical conflict, while large schools considered it to be only a 
minor problem. Verbal abuse of teachers was more prevalent at small and medium 
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schools. Principals of large schools overwhelmingly opted to address physical conflict by 
assigning offenders to in-school suspension, while small and medium schools were more 
likely to require out-of-school suspension for this offense. Principals of medium schools 
assigned significantly more students to alternative placement for vandalizing school 
property, while principals at neither small nor large schools reported using this 
consequence for that offense. Large schools had implemented more security measures and 
before- or after-school programs than did the medium or small schools. 
In studying the responses to violence according to the percent of students 
qualifying for free or reduced lunch in the schools, some differences were noted. Principals 
of schools with almost all and majority free or reduced lunch recipients reported a serious 
to moderate problem with both physical conflicts and verbal abuse of teachers. Physical 
abuse of teachers was considered by principals of student populations with almost all or 
majority free or reduced lunch students to be a moderate to minor problem. Out-of- 
school suspension was used to address physical conflicts most often by principals having 
almost all their students qualifying for free and reduced lunch, while principals with few 
students receiving free or reduced lunch assigned in-school suspension most frequently. 
Responses to violence issues according to grade level configuration reflected some 
differences among the different grade level schools. Principals of 3-5 schools reported 
experiencing more moderate to minor problems with all types of violence than did the 
principals at the P-2 and P-5 schools. However, principals at the P-2 schools indicated a 
more serious problem with physical abuse of teachers than did their counterparts at P-5 or 
3-5 schools. Principals at the 3-5 and P-5 were much more likely to assign out-of-school 
suspension, in-school suspension, and alternative placement for all violations, while the 
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principals at P-2 schools were more likely to require behavior contracts or time out for 
these same offenses. More security measures had been implemented by principals at the 
P-5 schools than at the P-2 or 3-5 schools. 
The major finding of this study was that violence was not a major problem in 
Georgia elementary schools during the 1997-1998 school year. Policies, security 
measures, and prevention programs were in place to address violent acts when they did 
occur in elementary schools throughout the state. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 
Summary 
As elementary schools throughout the nation report a rise in aggressive behaviors 
of students in prekindergarten through grade five (Petersen, 1997; National PTA, 1993; 
Sauerwein, 1995), principals and assistant principals in charge of discipline are faced with 
tough decisions on how to address these violent acts committed by young children. The 
disciplinary consequences that have been implemented in secondary and middle schools in 
which school violence has been more prevalent are not always applicable or appropriate 
for use with younger children (Stephens, 1996). 
The purpose of this study was to create a profile of the types of violence which 
occurred in Georgia elementary schools during the 1997-1998 school year and the extent 
to which these violations were perceived by principals to be a problem. Principals or 
assistant principals in charge of discipline were asked to provide data concerning the 
disciplinary actions they employed to respond to selected acts of school violence in their 
schools. Data were also collected concerning the policies that schools had in place to 
respond to specified violations in elementary schools. Principals or assistant principals in 
charge of discipline also responded to questions concerning security measures and 
prevention programs in their schools which were aimed at preventing or reducing incidents 
of school violence on their campuses. 
A random sample of the 1161 elementary schools in Georgia which housed any 
combination of grades prekindergarten through fifth grade included 450 schools which 
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Approximately three fourths of the corporal punishment occurring in the nation is 
administered in the South (Roesler, Hagebak, & Hyman). According to Georgia 
elementary principals responding, nearly one third administered corporal punishment to 
students involved in physical conflicts, and one fifth reported paddling students who had 
verbally abused their teachers. Corporal punishment was also administered in small 
frequencies for other offenses listed. 
This research found that according to the majority of elementary principals 
responding, during the 1997-1998 school year zero tolerance policies were in place in the 
majority of schools for the possession of firearms, other weapons, alcohol, and drugs. 
Even though the federal government does not mandate expulsion for up to one year 
except for students in sixth grade and above (Vail, 1995), superintendents in each Georgia 
school system are given the autonomy to decide if the zero tolerance clause is applicable 
or not with their elementary students. Zero tolerance policies for weapons and firearms 
were considered to be crucial to the respondents in the NAESP (National Association of 
Elementary School Principals) 1997 Survey of Principals (1997) and the Indicators of 
School Crime and Safety: 1996-97 (1998). When elementary principals were surveyed 
nationally (Indicators of School Crime and Safety: 1996-97. 1998), nearly all respondents 
indicated their approval of zero tolerance policies which included the expulsion clause for 
elementary students found to be in possession of firearms and weapons, while over three 
fourths approved of zero tolerance policies for alcohol and drugs. 
The security measures in place during the 1997-1998 school year which were 
reported by Georgia elementary principals were similar to the responses of national 
elementary school principals responding to the Indicators of School Crime and Safety 
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survey (1998). A requirement that visitors sign in was required almost equally by Georgia 
principals and the national principals. Georgia principals utilized controlled access to 
school buildings more frequently than did the national elementary principals. Access to 
school grounds garnered similar reports from both the Georgia elementary principals and 
national elementary principals. Very little use of daily metal detectors was reported by 
either the Georgia principals or the national principals, while random metal detector 
checks were utilized a little more frequently by Georgia principals than by the national 
principals. Georgia principals utilized one or more drug sweeps less frequently than did 
the national elementary principals, however, more Georgia elementary principals employed 
security personnel or policemen on their school campuses than did the national principals. 
A requirement for students to wear school uniforms was not a very popular security 
measure option with either the Georgia principals or the national principals. 
Violence prevention or reduction programs were implemented at both the national 
and state levels. More Georgia principals indicated that their school curriculum contained 
a prevention curriculum, while more national elementary school principals in the report, 
Violence and Discipline Problems in U.S. Public Schools: 1996-97 (19981. reported 
implementing a prevention curriculum in their schools which included teaching character 
education and social skills training. Georgia principals noted that their elementary schools 
employed behavior modification to address aggressive or inappropriate behaviors of their 
students, while the national principals reported similar rates of implementing these 
strategies aimed at preventing school violence. 
Principals of large elementary schools in Georgia responded that they had 
experienced no serious school violence problems, but had experienced what they would 
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consider to be moderate to minor problems. This was not in accordance with the findings 
of Hill and Hill (1994) who determined that the size of an elementary school can 
negatively impact security, especially when schools are very large. The larger schools had 
also implemented more security measures, such as controlled access to buildings and 
grounds, daily and random metal detector checks, drug sweeps, and police or security 
personnel than had either the small or medium schools. 
Noguerra (1995) stated that school officials indicated that school rules were more 
frequently violated by the lower socioeconomic status students. This contention seemed 
to hold true in Georgia elementary schools, also. Principals of schools with almost all of 
its students qualifying to receive free or reduced lunch reported the most problems with 
school violence, with principals of schools with a majority of students qualifying for free 
or reduced lunch having the second highest problems. Principals of schools with few free 
or reduced lunch recipients indicated the least amount of problems associated with school 
violence. In the area of disciplinary responses to school violence, schools with almost all 
and majority free and reduced lunch populations assigned the most students to out-of- 
school suspension and alternative placement, while the schools with few free or reduced 
lunch students mandated those two consequences the least. Corporal punishment was 
more frequently administered by principals at schools with almost all and majority students 
in this category. The schools with few free or reduced lunch populations reported the 
most security measures and before- or after-school programs. 
Grade level configuration was the third demographic characteristic studied in 
relationship to the school violence issues. It is not possible to compare these findings to 
other research, because no comparative data was available. Results of this study showed 
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that principals of 3-5 schools experienced more moderate to minor problems than any 
other configuration, but P-2 principals indicated a more serious problem with the physical 
abuse of teachers. Principals at the 3-5 and P-5 schools chose to assign out-of-school 
suspension, in-school suspension, and alternative placement for acts of violence, while P-2 
schools were more likely to choose behavior contracts or time out for these same acts. 
More security measures were in place at the P-5 schools. 
Implications 
Over the years a truism, an ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure, has 
proven to be quite accurate. In working with aggressive students even as young as four- 
years old, it is not difficult to identify the students at risk of perpetrating violent acts. 
Research has shown (Early Warning. Timely Response. 1998, Harrington-Luecker, 1991; 
Natale, 1994) that early intervention is crucial to stemming negative behaviors before they 
become entrenched in these at-risk students. Too little is being done to address these 
problems at the earliest grades when students are most apt to benefit from intensive 
programs that would be beneficial to the student, their family, the school and, ultimately, 
to society. 
The security measures in place at elementary schools in Georgia primarily 
consisted of requiring visitors to sign-in at the office and maintaining controlled access to 
school buildings. Prior to the deadly school shooting in Littleton, Colorado (April 20, 
1999), and the wounding of students at Heritage High School in Conyers, Georgia, one 
month later, most schools felt that adequate security measures were in place to prevent 
incidents of violence in schools of all grade levels, but especially in elementary schools. 
However, in the month following the killings at Columbine High School in Littleton, a 
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rash of bomb threats, terroristic threats, rumors and innuendo concerning possible acts of 
violence inundated schools across the nation. The level of anxiety concerning the safety of 
America's school children rose to the point that a school system in Texas canceled classes 
for the remainder of the year and armed police officers were temporarily placed in all the 
schools in Laurens County, Georgia. Following the rash of school shootings, the security 
measures implemented in all schools, including elementary schools, must be scrutinized in 
order to ensure that effective precautions are taken to ensure the safety of America's 
school students. 
It is time for elementary principals to take very seriously threats made against 
other students or staff in the school. Keller and Tapask (1997) stressed the importance of 
addressing threats made by students, because most students who have actually carried out 
violent actions against students and staff have indicated that they were contemplating 
committing these acts before they ever happened. Principals and teachers need to take 
very seriously any reports from students who have overheard threats or rumors of violent 
acts which are being discussed or planned. 
Currently in Georgia there are no provisions in the CrossRoads alternative schools 
program for students below the sixth grade to be admitted. As the number of students in 
elementary schools committing violent acts increases, it is crucial that the Department of 
Education and the Georgia Legislature consider funding alternative placement for these 
young students. Research has shown (Natale,1994), that by the time students reach their 
eighth birthday, their beliefs about what constitutes appropriate or inappropriate behavior 
have been cemented. By placing these young students in programs designed to modify 
their behavior and ensure their success in a regular school setting, there is a greater 
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likelihood that these children will be less violent or aggressive as they grow older. At the 
very least, the state of Georgia should consider funding in-school suspension programs 
based on behavior modification techniques which will allow violent students to continue 
their educational process while undergoing an intense program of behavior modification 
aimed at preventing or reducing the recurrence of these inappropriate behaviors in the 
future. 
According to the data gathered in this study, the disciplinary actions most often 
chosen to address the most serious problems in Georgia schools, physical conflicts among 
students, verbal abuse of teachers, and vandalism, are out-of-school suspension and in- 
school suspension. Also, corporal punishment is an act of violence perpetrated by adults 
against students who have been accused of violating policies concerning school violence. 
This is giving a very negative mixed message to students who are already confused about 
what constitutes acts of violence at schools. It is imperative that principals and assistant 
principals in charge of discipline explore strategies to directly address the behaviors of 
these young students and to provide behavior modification and counseling for these 
troubled students and their families. 
The intent of this study was to provide baseline data regarding school violence 
during the 1997-1998 school year. The profile provided through this study can be used by 
the Georgia Department of Education to determine how violence issues in Georgia 
elementary schools have changed over time. The Georgia Superintendent of Schools can 
utilize this data as baseline information in assessing if the initiatives put into effect by the 
Statewide Task Force on Safety and Violence in Georgia Schools in 1998 have been 
productive. The Georgia Legislature could utilize this data as it examines the problems of 
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school violence in our state at every grade level. The Georgia Association of Elementary 
School Principals and Georgia School Boards Association could find the information 
profiled in this study to be useful in planning strategies to address school violence in our 
state. The short-term effect of this study is that there is now up-to-date information on 
the existence of and responses to violence in elementary schools in Georgia during the 
1997-1998 school year. The long-term effect is that this information can serve as a basis 
for future studies of the problem. The administrative leaders, legislators, educators, and 
students of Georgia could ultimately benefit from the information garnered from this study 
by future studies helping legislators, parents, teachers, and administrators to work 
together to forge a plan of safety for our schools. 
Conclusions 
This study indicated that Georgia's elementary schools tend to be safe 
environments for its students which confirms the U.S. Department of Education's first 
Annual Report on School Safety (1998) which declared that most American schools are 
safe. The problems that do exist (physical conflicts among students, verbal abuse of 
teachers, vandalism of school property, students possessing weapons at school, and 
physical abuse of teachers) are mostly in the moderate to minor range, and the majority of 
the schools reporting have in place programs aimed at reducing or preventing these acts of 
violence. Elementary school principals are serious about the need for stricter rules and 
policies governing school violence, and this is evident in the number of schools which have 
implemented zero tolerance policies which mandate expulsion for one year for students 
perpetrating violent acts within their schools. 
122 
Ordovensky (1993) stated that principals in all schools are suspected of under¬ 
reporting acts of violence which occur in their schools. Principals tend to assume that if 
the true data on violence occurring at their schools were to be reflected, that they would 
be perceived by their peers and the public as being poor administrators. It is time to look 
at the problem of violence in elementary schools realistically, and to thoughtfully build a 
system of safeguards to address acts of violence in America's schools. As the National 
School Boards Association stated (1998), school violence is not solely a school problem, 
but it is also a community problem, and all stakeholders share the responsibility of working 
together to ensure that all schools are safe environments in which our students are 
challenged to grow socially, emotionally, and academically. 
Recommendations 
Through a thorough examination of the data collected from elementary school 
principals in Georgia concerning the existence of and responses to violence in Georgia 
elementary schools during the 1997-1998 school year, the following recommendations are 
being made: 
1. Further research may be completed which includes the school systems in 
Georgia which did not participate in this study: DeKalb, Cobb, and 
Muscogee. These are systems with large student populations, and their 
participation in the research could add another dimension to the study. 
2. A follow-up study could be replicated in a few years to determine how the 
data gathered at that time are comparable to the information gathered 
through this study. 
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3 A qualitative study which investigates the development and effectiveness of 
local policies concerning elementary school violence would provide helpful 
information to school personnel in their dealing with this issue. 
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Principal's Survey: Existence of and Responses to Violence in Georgia Elementary Schools 
Your response is very important in creating a profile of the existence of violence in Georgia elementary schools 
and the methods used by administrators to respond to it. Please respond to the survey items on the front and back. 
You may use the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope or, if you prefer, mail the survey to: Marie C. Hooks, 
216 Earlwood Drive, Dublin, GA 31021. Thank you in advance for your thoughtful response to this questionnaire. 
1 Circle the number indicating to what extent, if any, each of the following was a problem in your 
school during the 1997-98 school year. 
Serious Moderate 
Physical conflicts among students 
Vandalism of school property 
Student possession of weapon 
Sale of drugs on school grounds 
Verbal abuse of teachers 
Physical abuse of teachers 
Other, please specify 
Minor 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
No Problem 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
2. During the 1997-98 school year, circle the disciplinary actions which were taken for each of the 
listed offenses. Several actions may be circled for each offense or leave it blank if a specific offense 
did not occur during the past school year. 
Codine Scheme for Actions Taken: 
1-Expulsion 2-Out of school Suspension 3-In school Suspension 4-Alternative Placement 
5-Corporal Punishment 6-Behavior Contracts 7-Time Out  
Offenses 
Physical conflicts with students 
Vandalism of school property 
Student possession of weapon 
Sale of drugs on campus 
Verbal abuse of teachers 
Physical abuse of teachers 
Actions Taken 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
3. In your school does a policy exist which addresses these violations, including a zero tolerance 
component which expels students for one year for committing these offenses? 
No School Policy 
Violence? 
Firearms? 
Weapons, other than firearms? 
Alcohol? 
Drugs? 
School Policy Exists, 
No, Zero Tolerance 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
School Policy Exists, 
Includes Zero Tolerance 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
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4. During the 1997-98 school year, did your school have: 
Yes No 
A requirement that visitors sign in or check in? 1 2 
Controlled access to school grounds (e.g., locked or monitored gates)? 1 2 
Controlled access to school buildings (e.g., locked or monitored doors)? 1 2 
Metal detectors through which all students must pass each day? 1 2 
Random metal detector checks on students? 1 2 
One or more drug sweeps (e.g., locker searches, dog searches)? 1 2 
Police or security personnel? 1 2 
A requirement that students wear uniforms? 1 2 
5. During the 1997-98 school year, did any of your formal programs intended to prevent or reduce 
school violence include the following: 
Yes No 
Prevention curriculum (character education or social skills training?) 1 2 
Student involvement in conflict resolution or peer mediation? 1 2 
Gun safety initiatives? 1 2 
Behavioral modification for students? 1 2 
Provide or sponsor before- or after-school programs? 1 2 
6. Circle the approximate size of your student population during the 1997-98 school year: 
Small (1-499 students) Medium (500-1000 students) Large (over 1000 students) 
7. During the 1997-98 school year, what was the approximate percentage of students in your school 
that qualified for free or reduced lunch? 
Almost All (75-100%) Majority (50-74%) Some (25-49%) Few(l%-24%) None 
8. What grade levels are housed in your school? Please circle all that apply. 
PreK K 1 2 3 4 5 
Thank you in advance for your thoughtful response to this questionnaire. 
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Office of Research Services & Sponsored Proarams 
Georgia Southern University 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
Memorandum 
Phone: 681-5465 P.O. Box 8005 
ovrsight@GaSoU.edu --or-- ngarretsigGaSoU.edu 
Fax: 681-0719 
To: Marie Craig Hooks 
Department of Leadership, Technology and Human Development 
From: Neil Garretson, Coordinator 
Research Oversight Committees (IACUC/IBC/IRB) 
Date: March 8, 1999 
Subject: Application for Approval to Utilize Human Subjects in Research 
On behalf of Dr. Howard M. Kaplan. Chair of the Institutional Review Board (IRB), I am writing 
to inform you that we have completed the review of yom Application for Approval to Utilize 
Human Subjects in your proposed research, "'Existence of and Responses to Violence in Georgia 
Elementary Schools." It is the determination of the Chair, on behalf of the Institutional Review 
Board, that your proposed research adequately protects the rights of human subjects. Your 
research is approved in accordance with the Federal Policv for the Protection of Human Subjects 
(45 CER §46101(b)(2)), which states: 
(2) Research involving the use of ...survey procedures, interview procedures (as 
' long as) 
(i) information obtained (either) is recorded in such a manner that human subjects 
ean (cannot) be identified, directly or through identifiers linked to the subjects, 
and (or) 
(ii) any disclosure of the human subjects' responses outside the research could 
(not) reasonably place the subjects at risk of criminal or civil liability or be 
damaging to the subjects' financial standing, employability, or reputation. 
This IRB approval is in effect for one year from the date of this letter. If at the end of that 
time, there have been no changes to the exempted research protocol, you may request an 
extension of the approval period for an additional year. Please notify the IRB Coordinator 
immediately if a change or modification of the approved methodology is necessary. Upon 
completion of your data collection, please notify the IRB Coordinator so that your file may be 
closed. 
Cc: Dr. Patricia Lindauer, Faculty Advisor 
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Marie Craig Hooks 
216 Earlwood Drive 
Dublin, GA 31021 
March 3, 1999 
Dear Principals, 
My name is Marie Craig Hooks, and I am presently completing the degree requirements for a 
Doctorate of Education degree at Georgia Southern University in Educational Administration. As 
part of a doctoral research project, I am gathering data from a random sample of elementary school 
principals or assistant principals in charge of discipline to determine the existence of and responses 
to violence in Georgia elementary schools. Even though there has been extensive research 
conducted on violence at the secondary and middle school levels, there is little research focusing on 
this issue at the elementary school level. 
This letter is to request your assistance in gathering data to analyze this situation. There is, of 
course, no penalty should you decide not to participate or to later withdraw from the study. If you 
agree to participate, please complete the attached questionnaire and place it in the self-addressed, 
stamped envelope I have provided. Completing the questionnaire should take no more than 5 to 10 
minutes of your time. Completion of the questionnaire will be considered permission to use the 
information you provide in the study. You may mail the envelope to 216 Earlwood Drive, Dublin, 
GA., 31021. Please be assured that your responses will be kept absolutely confidential. Your 
questionnaire will not be identifiable as there is no place for your name on the instrument. 
However, the self-addressed, stamped return envelope has been coded for the purpose of keeping 
track of nonrespondents, so that a follow-up reminder may be sent to those who have not returned 
the survey. As soon as the coded return envelope has been noted, the envelope will be destroyed. 
Please be assured that neither I nor anyone else will be able to identify your response from the 
results of this survey, and all data will be reported only as total group data. While none of the 
questions are designed to solicit sensitive information, you may refuse to answer any of them. A 
copy of the results will be made available to you upon request. 
If you have specific questions concerning this research, please feel free to contact me at (912) 272- 
5575 any evening. If you have any questions or concerns about your rights as a research 
participant in this study, they should be directed to the IRB Coordinator at the Office of Research 
Services and Sponsored Programs at (912) 681-5465. 
If you agree to participate, please complete the enclosed questionnaire and return it to me by 
March 31, 1999. Let me thank you in advance for your assistance in studying this question. 
Respectfully, 
Marie Craig Hooks 
